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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
return to legislative session.

f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1438, which
the clerk will report by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 1438) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2002 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. As I announced for the
majority leader this morning, he has
every intent of finishing this bill by to-
morrow. This is one of the most impor-
tant pieces of legislation we have dealt
with all year. People who have amend-
ments should offer those amendments.
I have spoken to the two managers. We
are in the process of getting ready to
offer a unanimous consent agreement
that we would have a finite list of
amendments by 4 o’clock today. Every-
one who wants to offer an amendment
must notify their respective manager
or aide by 4 o’clock today. I hope we
can propound that unanimous consent
agreement within the next few minutes
so we will know the status of all the
amendments.

The managers have indicated if we
have no amendments, they will move
to third reading.

Mr. LEVIN. Could we tell the Sen-
ators who have amendments they wish
to offer, if they could notify our respec-
tive Cloakrooms, it would facilitate
things. We are not ready yet to offer a
unanimous consent agreement, but we
will propound that agreement in the
next few minutes to set a time for
those who want to offer amendments.
Is that agreeable?

Mr. WARNER. We are endeavoring to
do that on our side. A number of Sen-
ators have just returned to Wash-
ington. They need just a bit of time to
assess this situation. I know there is a
strong spirit of cooperation on this side
to move forward with the bill and com-
plete it by Wednesday afternoon early.
In order to do that, we have to have
this type of working document from
which to chart our course, night and
day, between now and Wednesday after-
noon, and recognize that we have to set
aside time for the CR when it comes.

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if it is agree-
able with my friend from Virginia we
seek to complete action on this bill by
tomorrow night, rather than Wednes-
day. That is the goal. I take it the Sen-
ator would agree with that goal?

Mr. WARNER. I agree.
Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the distin-

guished chairman, I understand there

is an amendment that the Senator
from Kentucky will offer.

Mr. LEVIN. Senator JACK REED has
been waiting to make an opening state-
ment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course. And I ask
it be in order that after the first
amendment offered by the Senator
from Kentucky, I offer an amendment
on behalf of Senator BINGAMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we have
to clear that. I wonder if we could
withhold that for a moment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure.
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is

hard to hear. I would like to know
what kind of agreement we are coming
to concerning amendments.

Mr. WARNER. I do not think we have
reached any agreement. We have just
come to the floor for the purpose of
starting consideration of the bill. I
defer to my chairman. As I understand,
we have colleagues waiting to move
ahead. I am prepared to try to do what
we can, subject to his concurrence.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if we
could recognize Senator REED, who is
waiting to make an opening statement,
and while he is giving that statement,
we will try to line up the order of
amendments. Is that agreeable?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.
Mr. SESSIONS. I would like to have

a chance for opening comments, per-
haps 10 minutes for that, whenever it is
appropriate.

Mr. LEVIN. I ask that the Chair rec-
ognize Senator REED, then Senator
SESSIONS, and at that point, after open-
ing statements, we hope to have at
least one or two amendments lined up
in terms of order of recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Michigan regarding the order of
speakers?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Rhode Island.
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the

Senators from Michigan and Virginia
not only for their gracious offer of the
opportunity to speak this afternoon
but also for their work as chairman
and ranking member of this com-
mittee. I thank Chairman LEVIN and
Senator WARNER for their leadership.

I rise this afternoon in support of
this authorization bill for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the year 2002. It
comes at a critical time in history
where we have to prepare for a series of
threats, both anticipated before Sep-
tember 11 and now understood very
well after September 11.

I also speak specifically with respect
to my responsibility as chairman of the
Strategic Subcommittee of the Armed
Services Committee. In that regard, I
first thank and commend Senator
WAYNE ALLARD of Colorado, the rank-
ing member. Senator ALLARD did a tre-
mendous amount of work, and his per-
severance, diligence, his good humor,
and his cooperation were essential to
the legislation we are contemplating

and considering today. He has truly
done a remarkable job. It was a dis-
tinct pleasure and honor working with
him. I thank him for his activities.

The jurisdiction of the Strategic Sub-
committee has a very wide swath, in-
cluding space and space systems, stra-
tegic programs, intelligence, recon-
naissance and surveillance programs,
ballistic missile defense programs, and
Defense-funded programs at the De-
partment of Energy.

The Strategic Subcommittee held
hearings on all of the matters of juris-
diction, including reports of the Space
Commission and the National Recon-
naissance Organization Commission.
We had extensive hearings, particu-
larly on the ballistic missile defense
organization. We had at one point a 5-
hour hearing on their plans and pro-
grams for this year. We also had a very
useful and instructive hearing on the
status of our long-range bomber force.
Even though we had a compressed
timeframe to consider these issues be-
cause of the late submission of the
budget, the Strategic Subcommittee
conducted extensive hearings.

The result is the legislation we have
before the Senate, a product of these
hearings, and of hard work, particu-
larly by the staff. I commend and com-
pliment the staff for their intense ef-
fort and their thorough analysis of the
requests made to the committee.

Based upon these hearings and this
extensive analysis, we were able to in-
crease, in many critical areas, author-
ization for programs. In providing addi-
tional funds for these programs, we
were guided by the recommendations of
the military services themselves. We
were very attentive to the unfunded re-
quests outlined and identified by the
Departments of the Air Force, Army,
Navy, and Marine Corps, their so-called
wish lists. That gave us a sense of
where we had to apply additional re-
sources. We tried to do that.

Now, with respect to space and space
systems, we understand the United
States has a continuing and increased
reliance on access to space. For space
programs, we added $53.9 million to im-
prove readiness and operations of safe-
ty at the east and west coast space
launch and range facilities. This was
the Air Force’s No. 1 unfunded priority.
We were able to fund a significant por-
tion of their request.

We also added funds to the Air Force
to improve its space surveillance capa-
bilities and its communications capa-
bilities. With the additional funds we
have provided in this legislation, the
Air Force will be able to exercise an
option to buy additional wide band
gap-filler satellites to ensure global
wide band communications capability.
Again, as we contemplate and prepare
for extensive operations around the
world directed at those who attacked
us, these types of global communica-
tions become more and more critical to
the successful operations not only of
the Air Force but of our ground ele-
ments and all of the elements in the
Department of Defense.
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In the area of strategic systems, we

have included a provision consistent
with the requests by the Department of
Defense and the administration that
would repeal section 1302 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1998. Section 1302 required
the Secretary of Defense to stay at the
START I nuclear force structure level
until such time as START II enters
into force. This provision, the provi-
sion we have included, will allow sig-
nificant immediate reduction in the
number of strategic nuclear warheads,
and will continue the transition of our
forces away from a cold war structure
without having to wait for START II to
enter into force.

Also related to the repeal of section
1302 is the inclusion within the bill of
funds to allow the Air Force to begin
to retire the Peacekeeper ICBMs begin-
ning next year. This is consistent with
the overall thrust of the administra-
tion to make reductions in our nuclear
force structure.

We are awaiting a nuclear posture re-
view, due in the next few weeks. But
we are giving the administration what
they desire and what we think is appro-
priate: the authority to begin to make
reductions in our nuclear forces and
the money to begin immediately to re-
tire the Peacekeeper ICBMs.

Also in the strategic area, we have
included a provision that would direct
the Secretary of the Air Force to keep
the full fleet of B–1B bombers in place,
including those B–1B bombers that are
assigned to the Air National Guard
until both the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view and the Nuclear Posture Review
are completed and the Secretary has
thoroughly reviewed the missions of
the B–1B bomber fleet. We have in-
cluded the necessary $100 million in op-
erations and maintenance funds to
keep the B–1B bombers flying in fiscal
year 2002.

I also suggest and point out the B–1B
bombers are among those assets that
have been identified and notified for
possible forward deployment in support
of our antiterrorist operations.

As we today and in the future place
increased reliance on our bomber fleet,
not only have we dealt with the B–1B
bomber force, we have also added an
additional $125 million for much needed
upgrades to the B–2 bomber and the B–
52 bomber. We have all watched re-
cently as those B–52s left Barksdale Air
Force Base in support, again, of our
antiterrorist operations, so it is essen-
tial to support these Air Force aircraft
also.

In the intelligence surveillance and
reconnaissance area, we have contin-
ued the emphasis started by Senator
WARNER on transforming our military
forces by promoting unmanned aerial
vehicles. This bill includes an addi-
tional $64.2 million for unmanned aer-
ial vehicles. As we improve the capa-
bility of these vehicles, we will rely on
them for a growing list of missions.
Once again, in any type of
counterterrorism operation where we

need relatively low-level, nonobserv-
able, we hope, observation from the
sky and where we are unwilling to risk
pilots, these vehicles are terribly use-
ful.

Last year we sponsored a demonstra-
tion for the Global Hawk system in an
air surveillance role. This bill includes
funding for a signals intelligence dem-
onstration project using the Global
Hawk UAV. We think it is an impor-
tant addition to our repertoire of over-
head reconnaissance.

Another responsibility of the Stra-
tegic Subcommittee is the defense-
funded programs at the Department of
Energy with the exception of the non-
proliferation programs. These DOE pro-
grams include environmental cleanup
programs, the Stockpile Stewardship
Program, and intelligence and counter-
intelligence programs.

This bill would add approximately
$855 million for these important pro-
grams. The budget request for these
programs was not sufficient to cover
all the needs for DOE to comply with
its cleanup agreements or to improve
the conditions of the production com-
plex or to complete stockpile life ex-
tension programs. Additional resources
are needed to not only maintain weap-
ons reliability and our ability to safe-
guard the stockpile, but also our re-
sponsibility to clean up sites that have
been polluted by nuclear processes in
the past.

We recognize that more money may
be needed but this is a substantial
downpayment on cleanup and stockpile
security programs. The additional
funding included $422 million for the
DOE environmental programs and $500
million for the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration.

In addition to the extra funding for
DOE programs, we have included legis-
lative provisions to streamline the
DOE polygraph program and help the
National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion complete its reorganization. As we
all know, the initial response prompt-
ing these programs, the polygraph pro-
gram and the creation of NNSA, was
the situation of security breaches in
our nuclear laboratories. We hope and
believe that is a thing of the past be-
cause of our emphasis on streamlined
security procedures and a more ration-
al, robust, and efficient NNSA.

One of the most controversial ele-
ments of our deliberations involve bal-
listic missile defense. Let me say ini-
tially that there is a consensus on the
committee that we need robust re-
search and development of ballistic
missile defense and immediate deploy-
ment of theater missile defenses to
counter the threat. But it turns out
that when you come to national mis-
sile defense there are two schools of
thought. There are those who might
say it will never work and those who
say we don’t care if it works, we need
it. The reality is somewhere in be-
tween. We have a strong obligation to
test and develop national missile de-
fenses so we can bring, we hope, that

technology to bear to defend the coun-
try. But we have to be careful not to
deploy something that will not work.
That is what we have attempted to do
in this legislation, to provide a counter
to immediate threats but also ensure
that we spend money wisely, with the
ultimate goal of producing a tech-
nology that works, not fielding a tech-
nology that doesn’t work.

Let me first discuss the threat that
we see before us immediately. It is
most easily divided, I think, into the
theater threats, short-range, less than
1,000 kilometers, and medium range,
1,000 to 3,000 kilometers, and then those
national threats, ICBMs that can trav-
el more than 5,500 kilometers.

You can see there is a large number
of countries that have theater missile
capability, and it is growing each and
every day. These are the threats that
immediately challenge our troops in
the field, that immediately involve
American interests through our forces
and our allies throughout the world.

When you go to the area of national
missile defense, we know the Russians
have thousands of missiles, the Chinese
approximately 20, and then it is uncer-
tain, frankly. As we all know, there is
a strong suspicion that the North Kore-
ans have this capability. There is cer-
tainly an indication other countries
want this capability. But it is clear to
us, and it should be clear to the Amer-
ican public, that the great, immediate
threat that should prompt our imme-
diate response is in the area of theater
missile defense. This authorization re-
sponds to that grave theater missile
defense threat.

It responds also to the national mis-
sile defense threat by continuing to
support robust funding for research and
development.

Let me give an overview of the fund-
ing levels that we have recommended
for the ballistic missile defense pro-
gram. It is good, I think, to begin with
our baseline, which is last year’s au-
thorization: $5.1 billion overall—na-
tional missile defense and theater mis-
sile defense, as indicated on this bar
graph. The ‘‘other’’ category simply re-
fers to other nonspecific BMDO-wide
activities such as program operation
and other generally supporting pro-
grams. The request by the administra-
tion was $8.3 billion, about a 60-percent
increase, the largest request for any
particular category in this DOD au-
thorization. In this chart, you can see
roughly the breakout between ‘‘other,’’
national missile defense, and theater
missile defense.

After very careful consideration of
each and every program, after hours of
hearings and discussions with the offi-
cers in charge of BMDO, and other offi-
cials, we made adjustments unrelated
to the debate about the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty, related simply to sev-
eral principles that are important.

Avoid contingency deployments—
avoid deploying equipment that has
not been thoroughly tested and we are
not quite sure will work.
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Do not fund activities that cannot be

executed this year. We have scarce re-
sources. We are about to mount a
worldwide campaign against terror and
terrorists who struck us and to fund
things this year that cannot be per-
formed when we have other glaring
needs, to me is not the way to spend
our money wisely and to support our
troops appropriately.

Also, to avoid excessive nonspecific
funding, requests for large amounts of
money without any real plan to spend
it—the sense I got from listening to the
Administration is that they will figure
out what they are doing on the run.

That is not the way to develop a sys-
tem that is going to protect the United
States.

Finally, avoid an undue program
growth rate—programs that have been
moving along with good progress and
suddenly are going to be accelerated
without justification for the accelera-
tion.

Those are the principles we used to
decide program-by-program adjust-
ments we would be making.

The effect was to reduce the overall
budget to $7 billion, almost $2 billion
more than last year’s authorization;
specifically, to increase theater missile
defense by $600 million, the immediate
threat, while reducing the administra-
tion’s request for national missile de-
fense yet still increasing that budget
by $1.1 billion. This was a robust au-
thorization for ballistic missile de-
fense.

The committee decisions have been
impacted, of course, by what we did
last week. In the manager’s amend-
ment, we added back the $1.3 billion we
had cut. But we have given the Presi-
dent the opportunity to use this money
for either ballistic missile defense or
for antiterrorism activity.

I hope he will look at what we have
done, and while looking at the ability
to deploy systems that aren’t ready
and activities that can’t really be exe-
cuted this year, that he will wisely
spend that $1.3 billion for antiterrorism
in the conduct of this campaign that
threatens America today. If he does
that, we will still be on the path to a
strong theater missile defense and a
strong national missile defense, but we
will be able to affect the immediate
crisis we face with more resources. I
hope he makes that choice. The legisla-
tion we presented him after last week’s
amendment will give him that choice.

Let me try to go into some detail
about the recommendations.

Again, I hope the President and DOD
will take our work and use it to form
their views with respect to the addi-
tional $1.3 billion.

As I mentioned, we have increased
theater missile defense by $626 million.
We have tried to identify with surety
well-defined programs such as the
PAC–3 Program, which is just ready for
deployment, and the THAAD Program,
and to fund them robustly. We have
also tried to increase resources for the
Navy Area Defense Program and the

Airborne Laser to resolve emerging
technical problems to keep them on
schedule.

In addition to these programs, we
have added $76 million to the adminis-
tration’s request for the Arrow Missile
System. The Arrow is a joint Israeli-
United States project. These funds will
help make the Arrow interoperable
with our forces. It is an essential part
of the development. Today that is one
of the few theater missile defense sys-
tems that is fielded and operational.

We have also gone ahead and looked
at some of these ill-advised contin-
gency deployments.

We save $390 million by not funding
untested THAAD missiles, Navy The-
ater-Wide missiles, premature THAAD
radar, and Airborne Laser components.
We save over $200 million by
rationalizing the Navy Theater-Wide
test and radar development programs
while funding tests for Block 1 missiles
and asking the Secretary of Defense for
future plans on Navy Theater-Wide.

When it comes to national missile de-
fense, I also pointed out that we have
increased last year’s authorization by a
total of $1.1 billion. It would fund a
new midcourse test bed. It would pro-
vide 20 percent more for NMD, but it
would save over $500 million by moder-
ating growth in the NMD system and
reducing funding for nonexecutable
programs—those programs which we
think, after careful analysis, cannot be
completed in this year’s authorization.

We also have saved over $200 million
by reducing excessive funding for ac-
tivities not associated with specific
programs—essentially large categories
of money with very little justification.
All of this money can now be used, pur-
suant to the amendment of last week,
for counterterrorism operations, all
the things we know we have to do
today, and I hope we do today.

We have also funded the request by
the administration for a test bed in
Alaska. Even though there is a great
deal of controversy about the efficacy
of this test bed to test missiles, even
though there is a suggestion that it
could be used for deployment which
would raise issues under the ABM
Treaty, we have tried to give the ad-
ministration the benefit of the doubt
by not only significantly increasing re-
sources but also assuming that they
are working very diligently not to arbi-
trarily move away from the treaty but
to comply with it until they are forced
otherwise.

This approach of giving the adminis-
tration not only permission but au-
thority to establish their test bed is
again another commitment to do ev-
erything we can to promote research
and development of a national missile
defense system. As we go forward, we
hope we can continue working closely
with the administration.

Let me also point out that our re-
sponse to the proposal by the adminis-
tration for missile defense was prompt-
ed not by an ideological approach to
BMD but by a desire to see a program

that works. We tried to base our judg-
ments on the experience of these pro-
grams before.

One of the most influential aspects of
our review was considering the report
of General Welch, the former Chief of
Staff of the U.S. Air Force, who con-
ducted a thorough study of the THAAD
system, the theater high-altitude sys-
tem. A few years ago, this system was
going nowhere, with test failure after
test failure. General Welch was asked
to come in and look at the program,
analyze its faults, and point out wheth-
er it could be saved and how it could be
saved. His conclusions were very in-
structive to our deliberations.

First of all, the Welch panel, set up
by the BMD office to look at the fail-
ure in this theater high-altitude pro-
gram, concluded that the THAAD pro-
gram’s ‘‘rush-to-failure’’ was caused in
part by the decision to buy operational
missiles early. That was the key factor
in the difficulties of this program.
Until they got back to careful, thor-
ough development with requirements
and objectives, this program was in
danger of failing. If it failed, it would
be a significant loss to the Nation.

The same logic was echoed by GEN
Kadish, director of BMDO, when he tes-
tified that ‘‘emergency deployments
are disruptive and can set back normal
development programs by years.’’ That
is precisely what the administration
was urging us to do in this authoriza-
tion—to accelerate deployment before
we had done the testing, to buy mis-
siles that were untested, to rush to
failure.

I argue very strenuously that if the
program adopted by the administration
is to simply take this $1.3 billion back
and plug it right back into this pro-
gram, it will be a rush to failure, and it
will defeat what we all want to see—
the immediate deployment of effective
theater missile defenses and the de-
ployment, subject to considerations of
international law and treaties at this
point, of an effective national missile
defense.

Until we have the testing and the de-
velopment completed, deployment is
something that is both premature and
ultimately harmful to the program de-
velopment. The program should be
careful and deliberate, and we hope ul-
timately successful. As the Welch re-
port concluded, attempting to deploy
minimal operational capability early
‘‘is unlikely to be productive for pro-
grams of this complexity. The drive for
early capability is proving to be coun-
terproductive.’’

I hope the administration takes these
words to heart. Much of what we sug-
gested in terms of funding reductions
was based upon this logic—the logic of
seasoned professionals who looked
closely at this program and who want
these programs to succeed but under-
stand that they have to be done thor-
oughly and carefully, and not rushed to
failure.

As we go forward, we will, I am sure,
continue this debate about national
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missile defense and ballistic missile de-
fense, and a host of other issues. I hope
and I know the full Senate has the
same type of very constructive and
very helpful debate that the members
of my subcommittee and the members
of the full committee had because I
think it is important to have this type
of significant debate as we go forward
about issues. We have tried to do this,
and we have tried to do it thoroughly.
I believe we have produced, at the sub-
committee level, and the full com-
mittee, a thoughtful and very logical
and very defensible product.

Today we are in this Chamber pre-
senting the administration with the
opportunity to use these resources to
counter terrorism or to go back and in-
vest in programs of dubious immediate
efficacy and efficiency and worth for
the national defense. Again, I hope
that the administration does this.

Let me just make brief comments
about the situation with respect to the
ABM treaty which, I point out, was
separated from the logic of this discus-
sion.

Regardless of the existence of an
ABM treaty, our responsibility is to
look closely at every one of these pro-
grams and to conclude which ones have
real value for national defense and
which ones are simply not worth the
effort in terms of the resources com-
mitted this year. We did that—regard-
less of the existence of the ABM treaty.
But the ABM treaty is a factor that
has to be considered when you talk
about national missile defense.

The point I make is that many things
changed on September 11. One thing
that changed is the appreciation, I be-
lieve, by all of us and the administra-
tion that we need the help and the co-
operation of the world community to
beat our enemy, to beat the terrorists,
to root out these networks out and de-
stroy them.

In that context, I suggest and advise
that it would be very counter-
productive for immediate and unilat-
eral departure from the ABM treaty,
because of the consequences it would
produce. That advice, I hope, is taken
to heart by the President.

The President clearly has the author-
ity today to withdraw from a treaty.
We attempted—and we continue to at-
tempt in separate legislation—to pro-
vide a forum for this Senate at least to
consider a proposed departure from the
ABM treaty. But until that other legis-
lation is considered, and perhaps
passed, it is clear that the President
has this right.

But today, as we assemble a world
coalition to fight people who have
harmed us—grievously—I would think
that he would be very careful not to
withdraw because we need the support
of many nations. I think it is particu-
larly inappropriate and premature to
do that since I believe we do not have
the technology today that will, in fact,
be capable of deployment within the
next few months, perhaps the next few
years.

While we are developing the tech-
nology, we should be very careful about
undermining the stability of inter-
national relations, particularly at a
time when we are reaching out to na-
tions across the globe, including our
European allies, including Russia, in-
cluding China, asking them all to stand
with us and to trust our judgment and
our leadership as we go forth to
counter and destroy the common
enemy, the terrorists in the world.

So I believe among the many things
that have changed on September 11 is
the attitude that was demonstrable in
the administration that we can go it
alone, that we don’t need many other
people; it is our way or the highway.
We are now on a common path, we
hope, to overcome and defeat the ter-
rorists. This is not time to debate the
language that was embodied in the
original version of the bill which
passed the committee. I do hope there
is a more appropriate time soon.

We are in this Chamber today at a
momentous time in our history. All of
us are committed to giving our Depart-
ment of Defense every resource it needs
to defend this country and, most spe-
cifically, to destroy those who at-
tacked us and attempted to destroy us.
It is in that spirit we continue these
deliberations. It is in that spirit we
will pass this legislation. And it is in
that spirit we will triumph and prevail.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-

PER). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. I ask my colleague to
defer for a moment so that I can recog-
nize the valuable contribution of the
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. SESSIONS. I defer to the rank-
ing member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator.
We recognize the Senator from Ala-
bama is next to be recognized for an
opening statement.

I commend our colleague from Rhode
Island first for his hard work through-
out the years on the committee on
which he has served from the first day
he came to the Senate, and most par-
ticularly now in his capacity as the
chairman of the subcommittee, which
is a very important subcommittee
dealing with many issues. I thank him
for his work with Senator LEVIN and
myself as we worked our way through
the resolution of some issues that were
very important to him. I thank the
Senator very much.

Mr. President, I will keep on my
desk, as will the distinguished chair-
man, a list of the amendments which
are now coming in. I am pleased to say
we are down to where there is a single
person who is examining the possibility
of the UC request shortly to be pro-
pounded on the question of putting in
the amendments for consideration by a
certain time today, so we can hopefully
complete this bill tomorrow night.

My understanding is that at the con-
clusion of the remarks of the Senator

from Alabama, we will turn to amend-
ments; and in all probability, our dis-
tinguished colleague from Kentucky
will seek recognition at that time.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from
Alabama yield for just an additional
minute without losing his order for
recognition?

Mr. SESSIONS. I am pleased to yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator from

Rhode Island for not just his opening
statement, which is always extraor-
dinary and thoughtful, but also for his
magnificent work as the chairman of
the Strategic Subcommittee. They are
both invaluable. I thank him very
much for that.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, may I say
what a privilege it is working with
Chairman LEVIN and the ranking mem-
ber, Senator WARNER. The Senators
have led this Senate with great distinc-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to express my appreciation to
Senator LEVIN and Senator WARNER
and to all others who have worked very
hard to make sure we complete our
work in this Chamber in a bipartisan
way. We were very close to doing that
on almost every issue that has come
before us. But one issue did divide us;
that was national missile defense. And
Senator REED is one of the most knowl-
edgeable and articulate spokesmen
concerning that issue.

In my subcommittee, of which I am
ranking member, I think Senator KEN-
NEDY and I were able to reach an agree-
ment on issues pertinent to seapower
that both of us felt good about. It was
not perfect; it was not what we would
like; but with the money that we were
allocated to spend on seapower, I think
we did a good job. Our problems simply
were the lack of money and resources.
And, indeed, I will mention a few
things that we were missing as a result
of that.

President Bush campaigned that he
would improve the situation for our de-
fense people and our defense budget
and do some things that needed to be
done. If you look at his budget, it rep-
resents an historic improvement and
increase in defense. This appropria-
tions bill we are voting out today to-
tals $328 billion. Last year, we were at
$296 billion. That is a $30 billion in-
crease, plus a $6 billion supplemental
we passed. It means a $38 billion in-
crease in defense this year over last
year.

That is the biggest increase in prob-
ably 15 years in defense. It represents a
long overdue step. It was done before
we had these terrorist attacks. And it
represented a consensus by the admin-
istration and their representation to
the Congress on the needs of our de-
fense budget. So we made a big step
forward, and we are happy about that.

We spent a good deal of that money
on a number of things, such as a 5-per-
cent pay raise for our men and women
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in uniform, which is tacked on to last
year’s increase—well above the infla-
tion rate; 6- to 10-percent pay raises for
people in critical positions; a $232 mil-
lion increase in the housing allowance
for families—increased funding for
housing—an increase for national mis-
sile defense, and a number of other in-
creases.

So we are proud of those things. We
are proud of the overall increase in the
defense budget. However, our defense
budget still, as a percentage of our
GDP—our total gross domestic prod-
uct—is far less than it was in the 1980s.
At a time when we are seeing increased
threats to our ability to function in
the world as a result of terrorists and
rogue nations, we are going to have to
increase the budget in the years to
come.

The biggest thing we were not able to
do in this budget—and the American
people need to understand it—we did
not make enough progress in recapital-
ization, replacing old and worn-out
equipment such as tanks, aircraft, and
ships; nor did we do enough in research
and development of new equipment for
the future. We did not make enough
progress despite a very significant in-
crease in defense spending this year.

We are going to have—we approved
the other day—an additional $20 billion
for defense, most of which—virtually
all of which will be spent for the ter-
rorist problem we are now facing. With
some of that, we will be able to
strengthen our Defense Department for
other issues, but most of it, indeed,
will go to a terrorist response. That is
not going to leave us in a significantly
stronger position.

If you count that, we are looking at
a $58 billion increase over last year.
From a financial point of view, we did
pretty well. From a procurement point
of view, most of us are somewhat con-
cerned.

For example, in the Seapower Sub-
committee, of which I am ranking
member, we were wrestling with a
Navy that now has about 315 ships
afloat out there. At one point in this
country not too long ago, we were talk-
ing about a 600-ship Navy. Along with
everything else, we have had a steady
reduction in funding for ships. In this
budget, we are going to have six new
ships approved, which is good—they are
expensive, every one of them—but that
will not stop the decline. Our estimates
from our Navy people are it takes eight
to ten ships a year to maintain the cur-
rent level of 315 ships. So we are still
on a downward slope for ships.

At some point, you just have to have
a ship on the sea to be able to project
American power in areas around the
globe. You have to have a certain num-
ber. Many of them have to be in home
port to be repaired. The sailors need to
be home at various times. They need to
respond to various crises in different
places. It does not leave you that many
ships to actually send to a given place
at a given time when they are needed.
Seapower is a good example of our in-

ability to be as effective in procuring
capital assets for our defense as we
would like to be. I wish I had a more
positive story to tell there, but I don’t.

One defense official recently said
that it was like a bow wave in front of
a ship, this procurement need. We are
just pushing it in front of us. Sooner or
later, we will have to confront it. An-
other defense official in the Clinton ad-
ministration said we are in a death spi-
ral. What he meant by that was, we are
trying to keep afloat and keep oper-
ating equipment and airplanes and
ships that need constant repair, and
they are getting older and older. We
would do better to purchase new, mod-
ern, more effective equipment that
would not, perhaps, have as many per-
sonnel needed to operate it and could
actually save us money in operation to
a significant degree. Those are the
issues with which we need to wrestle.

Senator REED is very knowledgeable
and makes a number of points about
national missile defense. It would be
appropriate for me to respond to some
degree on that. I will make a few
points the items that concern me. We
are not in perfect agreement on it.

However, I do want to say how much
I appreciate Senator REED and Chair-
man LEVIN and Senator WARNER, the
ranking member, and Senator ALLARD,
ranking member of the subcommittee,
for their determination at this time of
national crisis to reach an agreement
on this issue and not to have us be in
disagreement. They have accomplished
that. They have done so in a way I can
support. I believe it moves us in a di-
rection that we needed to move. I am
very proud we were able to have that
occur.

As it came out of committee, we split
13–12 on the budget for national missile
defense. Let me relate a few things
about it.

President Clinton’s budget for na-
tional missile defense this year, as he
projected it, was approximately $5 bil-
lion. As President Bush campaigned, he
told America he believed we needed to
do more on national missile defense.
Two and a half years ago, this Congress
voted 97–3, I believe, to deploy a na-
tional missile defense system. As soon
as technologically feasible, we would
deploy a national missile defense sys-
tem.

Secretary Rumsfeld, when he was in
the private sector, chaired a bipartisan
commission, the Rumsfeld commission.
They did a study to determine what
kind of threat we faced from incoming
missiles. The report was unanimous,
the bipartisan commission was unani-
mous, that by 2005, this Nation could
be subject to missile attack for which
we have absolutely no defense at this
time. The President recognized that.
Later he chose Mr. Rumsfeld to be Sec-
retary of Defense. When he came in, he
proposed a $38 billion increase in the
defense budget. He asked for $3 billion
more for national missile defense, to go
from $5 to $8 billion. We think that is
a reasonable increase. It is a signifi-

cant increase, but I believe—and I
know Senator WARNER and others be-
lieve—this is the right thing for us to
do.

People say: Well, they may not have
this missile that can reach us now. The
commission said, by 2005, they could. If
we are going to have a defense against
it when they do have the capability of
reaching us with missiles, we have to
start today. This is not something
about which we can do at a snap of our
fingers.

Of course, this administration will
not, this Congress will not tolerate the
deployment of a system that is not fea-
sible, that won’t work. We have to get
started on building it. A $3 billion in-
crease in national missile defense
spending is a reasonable increase when
that is the one gap we saw in our de-
fense.

Indeed, Assistant Secretary of De-
fense Paul Wolfowitz, in his testimony,
talked about the Gulf War. He said: If
you look at the Gulf War, you could see
that in many ways we overestimated
our enemy’s capability. And, in fact,
we overestimated his capability in vir-
tually every area except one. The one
we did not consider enough was his
ability to launch missiles, Scud mis-
siles, if you remember, into our mili-
tary bases and troops out in the field
and into Israel and perhaps even desta-
bilizing our relationship with Israel
and causing consternation in our de-
fense effort. So we rushed in the Pa-
triot missile. It actually succeeded in
knocking some of those Scuds down,
but it was not designed for that and
had not been ready to be deployed for
that. It was rushed out as an emer-
gency, and it worked to a degree.

Since then, we realize we do have the
capability to knock down an incoming
missile. Some people almost think it is
Star Wars and it can’t be done, but we
have had hearing after hearing after
hearing on that subject. Both sides of
the aisle agree it is technologically
something that can be done. We have
the ability to do it. It is just the ques-
tion of when it ought to be deployed, I
suppose; that is our disagreement.

The American people need to realize
that if, by 2005, Iran or Pakistan, any
nation, Iraq, or North Korea continues
their development or their purchase of
missiles, they could have the ability to
reach us with a missile, and we have no
defense to that whatsoever.

You say we have theater missile de-
fense, but it cannot be deployed around
this country in a way that would pro-
tect us as a national missile defense.
Why is that, under present cir-
cumstances? The reason for that is, in
1972 we entered into an ABM treaty,
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, with the
Soviets.

At that time, we both had the capa-
bility to destroy each other many
times over with our missiles. Both of
us, in the 1970s, were thinking about a
national missile defense program. So
somebody finally, I guess, got our na-
tions to start thinking that this is
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really not good for either one of us.
Why should we invest billions of dol-
lars in a system that will not really
protect us from the overwhelming force
of the other. So we signed the treaty.
It, flat out, said that we will not de-
ploy a national missile defense. The
treaty is not but two or three pages.

The first article says: We will not
build a national missile defense. People
have said we don’t need to get out of
this treaty. Well, if we are going to
build a national missile defense, we do
have to get out of it. What if the Rus-
sians don’t agree? We are threatened
now from a multitude of nations. We
want to have a friendly relationship
with Russia. I pray we don’t have a
threat from Russia. I hope that our re-
lationship will get even better with
Russia. But we have a bunch of nations
out there—and if anybody had any
doubts about it, they didn’t after Sep-
tember 11—who wish us ill. If they had
the capability of launching missiles
and hitting Los Angeles, New York,
Miami, or some other American city
and can kill millions of American peo-
ple, then we are not safe in this world.

We have the ability to do this, and it
is time for us to get busy about it. No
great nation ought to leave itself vul-
nerable. Indeed, Henry Kissinger, an
architect of the ABM Treaty, was
quoted. He talked about the new cir-
cumstances we are in. He said:

I have never heard of a nation whose policy
it is to keep itself vulnerable to attack.

That is what we are basically talking
about. We are having a policy by trying
to adhere to a treaty with a dead em-
pire, the Soviet Union—it wasn’t even
with the Russia of today. Many legal
scholars say we are not even required
to abide by it because it is not with a
legal entity that exists today. So we
need to get out of that treaty.

The Russians want to extract com-
promises from us, and we all under-
stand that. So the President deals with
them and works and increases our rela-
tionship with Russia, and the mutual
interests get furthered. I thought we
were on the road to making an agree-
ment with the Russians. They have
said some things that indicate they
would agree. The Europeans, after ini-
tially being opposed, have warmed up
to the idea quite considerably. About
the only place left that we are having
problems with is the U.S. Senate. The
House is on board with this, but we are
still having some problems here. So
there was language in this bill—and
the reason I and others voted against it
when it came out of committee—which
said that if the Russians didn’t agree
to allow us to build a national missile
defense, the President could not go for-
ward, but had to come back to Con-
gress and ask for a vote.

Whereas, under the ABM treaty, the
President has personal unilateral
power to wipe out the treaty. But if
they did agree, the President could go
forward. To me, that is an odd thing for
the Congress to do—to cede our power
to build a national missile defense sys-

tem to the Russians, to have them
have a veto over whether or not we
have a missile system deployed. I don’t
think that was good.

I am glad that this compromise lan-
guage came out. I am very, very happy
that it came out. It is something I
don’t think we should have done.

As a former Federal lawyer, I think
about the legal situation here. The
treaty prohibits us from deploying a
national missile defense system, which
would include deploying the radar sys-
tems, perhaps, out there that support
one. It prohibits us from developing or
testing a sea-based or mobile system of
any kind, which is precisely what we
need to be doing now. As a lawyer, it
seems to me that when the Senate
votes 97–3 to deploy a national missile
defense system, the President of the
United States at that time, President
Clinton, signed that legislation, and
the President of the United States
today, President Bush, campaigns on
developing and deploying one, and we
are funding the money to carry one
out, we ought to be honest enough to
say we are moving to contradiction of
the treaty, if we have not already.

We have the intent to deploy a na-
tional missile defense system, which is
contrary to the treaty. So the Presi-
dent either has to get out of it, or the
Russians need to agree to that. Hope-
fully, they will agree. If not, we need to
move on because we have to protect
ourselves. We can’t let a 1972 treaty
with an empire that no longer exists
prohibit us from protecting ourselves
from other nations around this world
who have the ability to launch missiles
that could hit us. It is just that simple.
I hope and believe I can support the
language that is in the bill. I salute
those who worked hard to make it ac-
ceptable.

I will just mention a couple of things
in general about this legislation. Sec-
retary Rumsfeld is committed to trans-
forming our military. Certainly, the
events of September 11 should make us
doubly committed to that goal. The old
system of defending against a Soviet
attack on the planes of Europe is not
what our threat is today. We need a
transformation that has more mobil-
ity, the ability to move our equipment,
to disembark it around the globe. This
is what the transformation plan was
about that he has pushed, which was in
discussion and agreement, really, by
all of us before September 11. It was
that we be more mobile, have more
agility, that the weapons systems and
equipment we use have more abilities
to perform different functions. It would
be more lethal with the smart bombs
and those kinds of things. A single
round, a single bomb, could be much
more directed and effective in its at-
tack.

We needed better surveillance and re-
connaissance and intelligence informa-
tion, and we need a modernized com-
mand and control system. Those were
the goals of transformation. I believe
this legislation supports that, although

perhaps not as much as I would like. I
would like to believe that the quadren-
nial defense review coming out of the
Department of Defense within a few
weeks, and Secretary Rumsfeld’s own
internal review, will further push our
services to go forward to a trans-
formation to a world that is quite dif-
ferent than the one we have had—par-
ticularly against asymmetric threats.

I am concerned that we may not have
enough money in this budget for smart
weapons of all kinds—the kinds we saw
in Kosovo that could go in the window
of a building. We need an adequate sup-
ply of those weapons, but the new fund-
ing—the $20 billion we approved—
should be able to fill those needs. But
we have to watch to make sure we have
a sufficient supply of those. I don’t
think we have been operating at the
level we should. We are closer to min-
imum sustaining rates for production
of those kinds of weapons; whereas, we
could get the weapons cheaper if we in-
crease the production level.

I thank Chairman LEVIN for his lead-
ership and dedication, and I particu-
larly thank Senator WARNER, the rank-
ing member, whose advice and wisdom
I have called on frequently and value
highly.

I believe we have a bill here that is
good. But we remain challenged as a
nation. Our challenge remains that we
have to consider how much more we
are going to need for defense, because
this remains a dangerous world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to commend our distinguished col-
league from Alabama. He is a tireless
worker on our committee and a great
watchdog of the taxpayers’ dollars. I
especially thank him for his reference
to the work done by the full com-
mittee, and indeed others subsequent
thereto, to resolve such issues as we
had during the course of the markup on
the missile defense system. He has been
a keen observer and a strong contrib-
utor to America’s ability to prepare
itself against a limited attack. I thank
the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1622

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING]

for himself, Mr. LOTT, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BURNS, Mr. Hutch-
inson, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. SMITH of
New Hampshire, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. CONRAD, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
STEVENS, and Mrs. CLINTON, proposes an
amendment numbered 1622.

(Purpose: To strike title XXIX, relating to
defense base closure and realignment)

Strike title XXIX, relating to defense base
closure and realignment.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the full committee for giving me
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an opportunity to offer this amend-
ment on behalf of 20 cosponsors. This
amendment is a straightforward
amendment.

The underlying bill authorizes a base
closure realignment in the year 2003.
This amendment simply strikes that
language, that provision.

There are a number of good reasons
why we should not move ahead with
another BRAC at this time. Most im-
portant, there has always been the un-
certainty as to whether or not previous
rounds of BRAC have actually saved
the military and the taxpayers any
money. This has always been my main
concern with proposals for future
BRACs.

I will go further into this aspect in a
moment, but right now I, and many
others, have a bigger concern with fu-
ture BRAC rounds, and it unfortu-
nately stems from the awful terrorist
attacks on September 11. Now more
than ever, we should hold off further
downsizing of our military infrastruc-
ture as we analyze how to fight the
first war of the 21st century.

Last week, President Bush laid it all
out for us. We are gearing up for war.
It will be a different kind of war and
different from any battles this Nation
has ever fought. Its future is unknown.
The course of the conflict is uncharted.
The strengths we will use and need are
unforeseen.

The President has warned us that
victory is not going to come quickly
and it is not going to come without
pain. There will be casualties, and our
will and resources will be tested, prob-
ably for many years to come.

The fight will require force. It may
require more and a different kind of
training at our military posts and
bases. This war may change from the
United States battling only terrorist
organizations to the United States bat-
tling armies of nations harboring ter-
rorists.

Because of this uncertainty, it is un-
wise to begin hacking away at our
military infrastructure. I am not here
to chant gloom and doom. I know in
the end we are going to triumph over
evil, but at this point in time, we have
to ask a fundamental question: Is now
the time to cut bases and to reduce our
military infrastructure? The answer is
a clear and resounding no.

President Bush said recently the
course of this conflict is unknown. If
this course is unknown, then it must be
unwise to move ahead with another
BRAC round until we have a clearer
picture of where we are going and how
we are going to get there. Now is not
the time to further authorize the re-
duction of our military infrastructure.

More than ever, we must focus on se-
curity and how to maximize our re-
sources. We should not leap before we
are even able to look. We are venturing
into the unknown and attempting to
survey the landscape of 21st century
warfare. We should not go blindly or
with one hand tied behind our back in
the name of so-called efficiency and
cost savings.

During markup of this bill, the Read-
iness Subcommittee heard from our
professional staff on the BRAC issue.
They were unable to pinpoint any de-
finitive cost savings from the prior
BRAC rounds. In fact, they could not
provide any firm details because DOD
could not provide them definitive num-
bers from previous BRAC rounds.

We have heard talk about so-called
savings numbers from DOD here and
there, but when the rubber hits the
road, DOD is unable to provide these
savings with cold, hard numbers.

I and many others have asked the De-
partment of Defense many times to
provide detailed data showing savings
from previous BRAC rounds. If it is
there, we should definitely take a look
at it, but until we see real numbers,
supporting another BRAC is only a
shot in the dark.

CRS, CBO, and GAO have all been
asked to find real savings, and they
also have had a tough time finding con-
sistent and detailed savings numbers.
They quote DOD projections and pre-
dictions as their source, but they
admit that DOD has been unable to
document any detailed underlying sav-
ings.

We all support efficiency in not only
our military but throughout the Fed-
eral Government. But after the attacks
of September 11, the landscape for me
and others has changed from one of ef-
ficiency to one of security. In these
turbulent times, we need serious num-
bers before we can even contemplate
another BRAC, let alone approve it.

In conclusion, it seems to me at this
point that it would be foolish and dan-
gerous to go ahead with another BRAC.
When you boil it down, it is pretty sim-
ple: We are entering a new type of con-
flict in which we are not sure what re-
sources are going to be needed. So how
can we take a chance on eliminating
resources that may be vital to our
struggle against terrorism? In fact,
last week, the House of Representa-
tives withdrew a BRAC amendment to
their fiscal year DOD authorization
bill. It is clear that support in the
House for another BRAC round evapo-
rated after the attacks of September
11.

If the Senate bill includes another
BRAC round, this could make for a
contentious issue in conference, and
now is not the time for prolonged con-
tentious debate.

I ask my colleagues’ support for this
amendment. In light of the September
11 terrorist attacks, we need to act
prudently and carefully. Authorizing
another BRAC round is neither. I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

I want to read from Secretary Rums-
feld’s letter of September 21. I want to
read a portion of it because it says in
the third paragraph: ‘‘While our fur-
ther future needs as to base closure are
uncertain and are strategically depend-
ent,’’ he says we must simply go ahead
and do it. I firmly and strongly dis-
agree with Secretary Rumsfeld. If base

closures are uncertain and strategi-
cally dependent, then now is not the
time when we are planning for a full,
all-out war against terrorism.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank

our distinguished colleague from Ken-
tucky for his remarks. He is a very val-
uable member of our committee, and
he straightforwardly told us from the
very first he would be in opposition to
the BRAC procedure. The opposition he
indicated preceded indeed the crisis we
now face as a consequence of the trage-
dies of September 11.

I nevertheless have decided to con-
tinue to support the action of the com-
mittee, and I will recite my reasons for
doing so in the course of the next few
minutes. I will address one point my
colleague made so it is fresh in the
minds of those Senators and others fol-
lowing this important debate. He read
from a letter, and I shall put the letter
in the RECORD. It is addressed to me
from the Secretary of Defense and I
will read it in its entirety momen-
tarily. But he quoted:

While our future needs as to base structure
are uncertain and are strategy dependent, we
must simply have the freedom to maximize
the efficient use of our resources.

Freedom, in a sense, goes directly to
what the bill says. The bill very care-
fully and simply puts in place, in the
hands of the Secretary of Defense, the
authority to go forward with such leg-
islation if he deems it necessary at
some future date. So the Senate will be
asked to make a decision of deleting
this provision or sustaining the com-
mittee report and bill and thereby just
putting in place the authority for the
Secretary to do the following: If the
President does not transmit to Con-
gress the nomination for appointment
to the commission on or before the
date specified for 1993 in clause 2 of
subparagraph B, for 1995 in clause 3 of
that paragraph, or for 2003 in section 4,
the process by which the military in-
stallations may be selected for closure
realignment under this part with re-
spect to that year shall be terminated.

So what we are doing, in a sense, put-
ting aside all of that technical lan-
guage, is simply giving the Secretary
of Defense the authority to proceed. I
supported it in the committee, and I
support it now.

I say to my good friend, after discus-
sion with him and others, I thought as
to whether or not we should proceed to
put in place on a standby basis the au-
thority. I reflected on the many rounds
of base closures in which I have had
personal experience. As a matter of
fact, I was the author of the legislation
involving several previous BRAC
rounds. Going as far back as when I
was privileged to serve in the Depart-
ment of Defense, in those days a serv-
ice secretary could initiate the BRAC
procedures and did so and closed such
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major installations as the Boston naval
shipyard. That was, I believe, in the
1971–1972 timeframe. So I have had a
long familiarity with the BRAC proce-
dures, the goals of BRAC, and I re-
flected on whether or not I would sup-
port the BRAC when this bill came to
the floor, and I do so.

My concern was much along the lines
of our distinguished colleague from
Kentucky. America is experiencing a
callup of the Reserve and Guard units.
America sees our Nation faced with a
great many uncertainties and chal-
lenges never before faced, the com-
plexity of the foreign policy consider-
ations and the security considerations
flowing from the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11, without parallel in our his-
tory. So why should we at this point in
time critical to our national defense
and that to help our allies and friends
be faced with a BRAC round?

I long ago made the decision, before
we took it up in committee, we would
not have 2 years; we would only have
the one, and I told that to the Sec-
retary of Defense, and indeed when
they came before the Congress they
had selected the single year because
BRAC brings upon a community a tre-
mendous amount of unsettling factors,
particularly in the towns and cities
where we have the military bases. It is
home for so many of the men and
women of the Armed Forces and civil-
ian workers. It is an unsettling thing
from their economic standpoint. They
are planning for the future and for
business, and to have this hanging over
their head is a difficult situation.

Most communities will go out and ex-
pend a considerable sum of money to
hire experts who have been through the
complicated procedures that BRAC
thrusts upon the communities to assist
them in stating their claim, as they
have a right under the law for con-
tinuing to have those military facili-
ties open and not have them the sub-
ject of a possible future closure by a
base closure commission.

Having thought all through that, I
personally talked to the Secretary of
Defense and I reiterated these argu-
ments to him. I think it was not more
than a day or two after September 11,
because I have had an opportunity to
visit with him on a number of occa-
sions—and Deputy Secretary
Wolfowitz—and I laid before them the
fact we are calling up people, we are
augmenting our forces, there is uncer-
tainty, and the last thing we need is in-
stability in those communities which
provide a home for the men and women
of the military.

So I said I would like to have you
send a letter to me, if it is your desire
that the Senate proceed to ask for a
vote in favor of the bill as now written,
and he wrote me on September 21.

I will read it because it is very im-
portant.

Dear Senator WARNER: I write to under-
score the importance we place on the Sen-
ate’s approval of authority for a single round
of base closures and realignments. Indeed, in

the wake of the terrible events of September
11, the imperative to convert excess capacity
into warfighting ability is enhanced, not di-
minished. Since that fateful day, the Con-
gress has provided additional billions of tax-
payers’ funds to the department. We owe it
to all Americans, particularly those service
members on whom much of our responsi-
bility depends, to seek every efficiency in
the application of those funds on behalf of
our warfighters.

Our installations are the platform from
which we will deploy the forces needed for
the sustained campaign the President out-
lined last night. While our future needs as to
the base structures are uncertain and are
strategy dependent, we simply must have the
freedom to maximize the efficient use of our
resources. The authority to realign and close
bases and facilities will be a critical element
of ensuring the right mix of bases and forces
within our warfighting strategy. No one rel-
ishes the prospect of closing a military facil-
ity or even seeking the authority to do so,
but as the President said last evening, ‘We
face new and sudden national challenges,’
and those challenges will force us to con-
front many difficult choices. In that spirit, I
am hopeful that Congress will approve our
request for authority to close and realign
our military base facilities. Thank you for
the opportunity to provide our views in this
important matter.

Other Senators are anxious to ad-
dress this matter, and I may reenter
the debate subsequently before we pro-
ceed to a vote, but I assure the Senate
this Senator deliberated long and care-
fully as to whether or not I would con-
tinue my support. I have given the re-
quest by the Secretary simply to put in
place the necessary authorization to
proceed. If it is his judgment and that
of the President to do so some months
ahead, then I think it is important we
do proceed because we have an obliga-
tion to the American taxpayers that
those dollars that are authorized and
appropriated for the Department of De-
fense be spent very wisely.

Subsequently, I or others will address
the question of savings, but my cal-
culation is, the 152 major closures and
realignments resulting from the BRAC
procedures of 1988 through 1995 will
save the Department $14.5 billion by
2001—that fiscal year is about to end—
and $5.7 billion every year thereafter.
There is additional information on the
savings which will be placed into the
RECORD.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine.
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, before I

speak to the pending amendment, I
want to commend the two leaders of
our committee. I joined this committee
in January, and they have worked very
hard in the last week to come up with
a bill that would unify this body. So I
want to commend both Senator LEVIN
and Senator WARNER for their tremen-
dous efforts in producing a bill that
will help bring us together and ensure
we are providing the resources and the
authority for the important task be-
fore us. I praise them and thank them
for their efforts.

I commend the Senator from Ken-
tucky for his amendment. I rise in

strong opposition to the provisions in
our bill known as the base realignment
and closure, or BRAC, proposal. I op-
posed this proposal in committee, and I
continue to oppose it today. In fact, I
think the reasons for opposition are
even more compelling than they were
at the time of our committee markup.
After the September 11 attacks on
America, I question, with even more
certainty, the decision to proceed with
additional cuts in our base infrastruc-
ture.

As the result of the first 4 BRAC
rounds, 97 military bases in the United
States have been or are in the process
of being closed, degrading our defense
readiness according to some military
experts.

In light of the recent terrorist at-
tacks on our homeland, and based on
the testimony provided by the Chief of
Naval Operations before the Senate
Armed Services Committee when Ad-
miral Clark recently cautioned that
the Navy’s infrastructure is already at
barebones, now is simply not the time,
it is simply not in our country’s best
interests, to initiate yet another round
of base closures.

At a time when our Commander in
Chief has warned of a long and sus-
tained military operation, we should be
preserving, not eroding, our facilities
and infrastructure, so that they are
fully available for our Armed Forces
both at home and abroad. It is the re-
sponsibility of this Congress to ensure
that these installations are not placed
at risk without careful, prudent consid-
eration of the additional military re-
quirements, particularly with regard to
homeland defense, that are evolving as
a result of the recent horrific attacks
on our Nation. It is also clear that our
ongoing peacekeeping and humani-
tarian missions require a greater force
structure than had been expected. Our
war on terrorism will most likely re-
quire a greater one still. In short, it is
difficult to conceive of a worse time for
the Pentagon to divert its energies to
another round of base closures.

Before we legislate a defense-wide
policy that will reduce the size and
number of training areas critical to our
force readiness, the Department of De-
fense needs time to complete its com-
prehensive plan identifying the oper-
ational and maintenance infrastruc-
ture required to support national secu-
rity requirements, particularly in light
of the challenge to come. Before we
know what to cut, we need to know
what to keep. It is that simple. I fear
we are approaching the issue of excess
capacity exactly backwards. As Sec-
retary Rumsfeld acknowledged in his
recent letter to the committee, our fu-
ture needs as to base structure are un-
certain and our strategy dependent.

I make it clear I understand the Sec-
retary still wants to proceed with base
closures, but his own letter says very
clearly that our future needs as to base
structure are uncertain. Shouldn’t we
determine what our infrastructure
needs are before embarking on a whole
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new round of closing bases? Wouldn’t
that be the better, more logical way to
proceed?

Further, while those who support
BRAC hope for substantial savings
from base closures, the one con-
sequence you can count on when a base
is closed is the need for a significant
upfront investment.

A recent GAO report released in July
of this year underscores how costly
base closures can be and how ephem-
eral the savings estimates may be. The
loose estimates of supposed savings, for
example, exclude over $1.2 billion in
costs of Federal assistance provided to
affected communities. These are costs
paid by the Federal Government but
not out of the BRAC budget accounts.
Some $10.4 billion in environmental
cleanup costs were the direct result of
the first four BRAC rounds. We ought
to be doing a better job of environ-
mental cleanup at our bases, whether
they are open or closed. However, we
can’t ignore these significant costs.
These are considerable costs which
only continue to grow, often not count-
ed, as costs associated with closing
bases.

There is another more fundamental
reason I oppose the BRAC language in
this bill. Simply stated, BRAC is the
wrong process for identifying bases for
closure. If the Pentagon believes cer-
tain bases are no longer needed, those
installations should be identified and
included in DOD’s budget submission.
There is no need to cast a cloud of un-
certainty over every base in virtually
every community hosting a base all
across this great Nation.

Senator SNOWE and I can testify per-
sonally that BRAC is not the clinical,
impartial process it is often made out
to be. Rather, the BRAC process in the
past has been highly politicized and it
remains susceptible to political pres-
sure in its current form in this bill.
While I recognize the need to reduce
proven excess capacity, the BRAC pro-
cedure has been unfair in the past. It
has not produced the savings antici-
pated by past rounds of closures, and it
could at a critical time result in de-
graded readiness for our Armed Forces.

I will continue, therefore, to voice
my strong opposition to another round
of base closures. I will continue to
work to ensure that critical assets and
training capacities provided by our ex-
isting force structure and infrastruc-
ture are not lost.

Now is certainly not the time to cre-
ate chaos, concern, in every commu-
nity that has proudly hosted a military
installation. Now is certainly not the
time to embark on another round of
base closures, when all of the energies
of our civilian and military leaders
must be focused on the overriding goal
of crushing the global network of ter-
rorists intent on harming our great Na-
tion and its citizens.

I urge support for the amendment of
the Senator from Kentucky.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DUR-

BIN). The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. I intend to speak at
greater length later on on this issue. It
is very clear, the opinion of Members of
this body, including those just articu-
lated by the Senator from Maine who,
among other things, said there has
been no savings, when we have ample
documentation that they have
achieved net savings of $15 billion by
the end of this fiscal year from the pre-
vious base closure rounds, with another
$6 billion in savings each and every
year thereafter.

What we are really talking about is
an opinion held in the Senate, which I
respect, for which I have admiration,
and I have great respect for the indi-
viduals who are opposing the base clos-
ing round. The fact is, at a time when
we rally around the President of the
United States and the Secretary of De-
fense and the men and women in the
armed services, we are going in direct
contravention to the views of the
President of the United States, the
Secretary of Defense, and our military
and civilian leadership. It is that clear.

That is really what this debate is all
about.

As the Secretary of Defense wrote on
September 21, to Senator CARL LEVIN
and Senator JOHN WARNER:

We owe it to all Americans—particularly
those service members on whom much of our
response will depend—to seek every effi-
ciency in the application of those funds on
behalf of our warfighters.

Our installations are the platforms from
which we will deploy the forces needed for
the sustained campaign the President out-
lined last night. While our future needs as to
base structure are uncertain and are strat-
egy dependent, we simply must have the
freedom to maximize the efficient use of our
resources.

Why is that? Earlier this year there
was testimony before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee by the people who are
responsible for our installations. Do
you know what they are saying?

‘‘We are in a slow death spiral,’’ said
Air Force MG Earnest Robbins II, the
civil engineer for his service, who pre-
dicted the 2002 defense budget will in-
clude enough money only to handle the
most pressing priorities.

The services have argued that the
poor conditions of many facilities and
the shortage of money to fix them are
proof they must close unneeded bases.

What is going on here is, because we
have so many bases, we don’t have the
funds to maintain not only their capa-
bilities but the quality of life. The
quality of life deteriorates when we do
not maintain these facilities. There-
fore, there is a requirement to close
the unnecessary ones.

By the way, we will get into this ar-
gument about how you do it and
whether it is politicized. I will submit
for the RECORD and discuss, over time,
clearly the fact that there is no other
way to close bases. We went for many
years until we came up with the Base
Closing Commission.

But if you go out to any military fa-
cility, you will see that people have
aging, not only installations at which

they work but aging installations in
which they live. It is because we sim-
ply have not enough money to go
around to maintain all of these facili-
ties.

So what does that translate into?
Difficulties in recruiting, difficulties in
retention. According to a study last
year, the U.S. Army has had the great-
est exodus of captains they have had in
their history. What do they say? They
say they do not put us in conditions in
which we can live. We have men and
women in the military living in bar-
racks that were constructed in World
War II and Korea.

An example of the problems, Robbins
said, is at Travis Air Force Base, where
routine operations on one runway had
to be suspended because a 90-foot-long,
4- to 6-inch-wide crack has appeared.

The Navy has a $2.6 billion backlog in
critically needed repairs, about the
same as a year ago, because the budget
did not include enough money to make
up any ground, officials said. Navy peo-
ple ‘‘are so used to operating and living
in inadequate facilities that many ac-
cept this as the norm.’’

Should we be asking men and women
in the military to be living in inad-
equate facilities and accepting it as the
norm?

The carrier berth at Norfolk Naval
Air Station is a prime example. Struc-
tural deterioration of the berth has
forced access restrictions that allow
only emergency vehicles to park near
the ships.

Marine COL Michael Lehnert, assist-
ant deputy commandant for installa-
tions and logistics, says his service
does not even have enough money to
assess problems at its bases.

Assess problems at its bases?
We are doing the right thing; we just aren’t

doing it fast enough.

At Camp Pendleton, the base sewer
system, which spilled 3 million gallons
of sewage into the Santa Margarita
River last year, needs to be replaced.
But that would cost $179 million—more
than the entire $173 million construc-
tion budget proposed by the Marine
Corps for 2002.

‘‘The effects of underfunding only get
worse as our facilities age,’’ Army MG
Robert Van Antwerp, Jr. said. He noted
that the backlog has grown to $18.4 bil-
lion, a $600 million increase in 1 year.

We are asking these men and women
to live and work in facilities that are,
at best, substandard, in some cases ab-
solutely abysmal, because we have too
many of them. We have too many of
them.

I will challenge the proponents of
this amendment to find one military
expert, active-duty or retired, who
would not say we need to close unnec-
essary bases. I would like for the Sen-
ator from Maine to talk to GEN
Schwarzkopf. He is a fairly well re-
spected individual. I would like for her
to hear all the former Chairmen of the
Joints Chiefs of Staff. I would like for
her to hear from all the experts on
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military readiness. All these people
unanimously, without exception, will
say we have too many bases and we
need to reduce those numbers of bases
so we can be more efficient, but also we
can take the limited assets that we
have and put them into the bases that
remain so the people there would have
a lifestyle, both operationally and
recreationally, and living-wise, that
would give them the standard of living
of most Americans outside the mili-
tary.

That is all we are asking. The Presi-
dent of the United States needs the
flexibility to be able to do that. I know
the President feels strongly about this.
I know the Secretary of Defense feels
strongly about it. I know how the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
feels about it. But do you know who
feels most strongly about it? The
squadron commanders and base com-
manders at these installations where
they see their men and women sub-
jected to a lifestyle that is not satis-
factory. It is not satisfactory. They
know it, I know it, and everybody else
knows it.

I believe if we take this base closing
amendment out of this bill, we will
send a signal, my friends, and the sig-
nal is: It is business as usual in the
U.S. Congress. It is business as usual.
We are not prepared to make the nec-
essary sacrifices—even if it affects our
State; a base closing commission can
clearly affect my State—that are nec-
essary to fight this war on terrorism.

The opening signal is business as
usual, my friends. We will not even ap-
prove giving the Secretary of Defense
the authority, through a base closing
commission which, with one exception,
has been an apolitical process.

I admit there were some politics
around the base closing. We have fixed
this. Senator LEVIN and I have fixed
this with this amendment so that is
not possible again. If anybody believes
there can be any other process to
eliminate these bases, then obviously
the history of how we tried to do this
in the past shows it doesn’t work.

So I say this is a very important
vote. It is even more important than
whether we are going to have a base
closing commission. This vote is really
all about whether we are going to do
business as usual and preserve our
bases in our States, whether they are
necessary or not, or whether we are
going to have another commission so
we can have the most efficient military
machine to fight this long, protracted
struggle, the opening salvo of which
was fired on Tuesday, September 11.
This is a very important vote.

I am glad to see the Secretary of De-
fense has made such a very strong
statement, a very strong statement in
support of this base closing commis-
sion. I hope the Members of this body
will pay close attention to the views of
the uniformed and civilian leadership
of the U.S. military, including the
President of the United States of
America.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode island.
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to

support the language in this legislation
that would authorize another round of
base closings. I do so, as we all do,
knowing full well there are perhaps fa-
cilities in my home State that might
be considered. I am confident and hope-
ful that, because of their critical role,
they will continue to be vital parts of
the Department of Defense. But every
Senator is a bit nervous when we au-
thorize a round of base closings.

Simply stated, we have too many fa-
cilities. We have a cold-war base struc-
ture. We have a post-cold-war Depart-
ment of Defense. We have to reconcile
the two.

I associate myself with the com-
ments of the Senator from Arizona.
The bottom line here, the effect that is
most obvious from too many bases, is
the deteriorating quality of life of the
troops who serve in our Armed Forces.

I spent 12 years in the U.S. Army,
from 1967 to 1979. There were facilities
back then, in the 1970s, which the
Army desired to close. Some are still
open. There were facilities back then
that were inadequate or barely ade-
quate. They remain on the books of the
Army. Troops are using them for their
barracks. Family housing is being
used.

Base closure is just common sense.
When you have the demands of train-
ing, operational readiness, integrating
new equipment, and then family hous-
ing, troop housing, and community fa-
cilities on Army posts and Navy bases
or an Air Force base, something has to
give. What typically gives are those
quality-of-life items: The community
center, the child care center, the li-
brary, family housing, and troop hous-
ing.

That is multiplied and amplified
when you have just too many bases.

About 3 weeks ago, I traveled to Fort
Bragg, NC, to watch the 82nd Airborne
Division conduct live fire exercise for
their division readiness brigade. Those
soldiers are today on orders and on
alert to go out and be the tip of the
spear. I talked to the brigade com-
mander, the division commander, the
battalion commander, and the troops.
The one thing they said is they are
proud to be in this division, and that
one of the reasons they are is because
the commanding officer, the division
commander, and battalion com-
mander—all the way down—put the
money and emphasis on training. They
are ready to go. They are well trained.
But what they can’t do is put sufficient
resources to all the needs they have on
the post.

I must say that Bragg is one of the
primary posts in the Army it does
quite well. They are getting ready to
conduct massive reconstruction of fam-
ily housing. They are reconstructing
barracks. But they cannot do as much
as they want.

When you go away from those major
division posts, such as Fort Bragg, Fort

Campbell, and other posts around the
country and go out to other posts that
do not have quite that high of a pri-
ority, the crisis is even more severe. It
is then manifested, as Senator MCCAIN
indicated, in retention problems and in
recruiting problems. It is manifested in
quality of life which is not commensu-
rate with the sacrifices these young
men and women make for their coun-
try and will make even more dramati-
cally in the days ahead.

This base closing round is supported
by the President, the Secretary of De-
fense, by the Joint Chiefs, and by serv-
ice chiefs because they know they can’t
continue to operate efficiently and ef-
fectively if they have facilities they do
not need but have to keep barely open.
It drains resources from the quality-of-
life of troops, and also from the ability
of this military force, which is the best
in the world, to maintain its razor edge
of readiness, training, and operational
capability.

The DOD estimates that we are
maintaining 23-percent excess capacity
of infrastructure. That is obvious be-
cause after the end of the cold war we
reduced our force structure 36 percent.

There are those arguing based upon
the tragic and horrific events of Sep-
tember 11 that we need to keep these
bases open. Some of those bases were
built at the beginning of the First
World War. But substantially the infra-
structure was built in the Second
World War when we were fighting huge
national armies in two theaters. We
were drafting hundreds of thousands of
men. We were training them. We were
preparing to conduct operations with
armies and corps.

The operation we face going forward
will involve our military forces but
most likely special operations troops—
specially tailored brigades of Army and
Marines. We will not be engaged, mer-
cifully, thankfully in a tank-to-tank
army battle with hundreds of thou-
sands of troops on each side. We don’t
have that force structure today. But
we have that infrastructure today.

If we want to be efficient and effec-
tive, we have to reconcile our infra-
structure with our force structure. We
are not going to fight World War II
again—I hope. We are not going to
fight the cold war again—I hope. But
we have serious threats before us.
Those threats require a faster, leaner
military. Part of that efficient, leaner
military is allowing the services to
make judicial judgments about what
real estate they need.

Yes, we have an imperfect structure
in terms of base closing conditions.
Nothing is perfect. But there are closed
bases that some people thought would
never be closed in our lifetime, or sev-
eral lifetimes. So it has worked.

There are other arguments that no
savings have been realized. As the Sen-
ator from Arizona pointed out, between
$15 billion and $16 billion will have
been realized by the end of fiscal year
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2001 on these base closures. It is pro-
jected going forward that we will ac-
crue an annual savings of approxi-
mately $6.2 billion. That is real money
that goes back into the bottom line of
the Department of Defense for im-
proved barracks, improved family
housing, improved readiness, improved
technology, a better fighting force.

There are some who argue that we
can’t do this because there is just too
many environmental flaws; that it
turns out to be just a big environ-
mental remediation project. Those en-
vironmental costs are not avoidable. It
is mandated by law that the DOD, like
everyone else, is responsible for serious
environmental degradation. They have
to pay for it. They are doing it right
now on posts that are open and oper-
ating. It is not something you can
throw into the mix and say don’t close
the base because of environmental
costs. You have environmental costs
for open bases. They have to be faced,
addressed, and paid for.

For many reasons, I believe we have
to follow through on the base closing
language in this legislation. I think it
is time to give the Department of De-
fense the flexibility to tailor their re-
sources, to tailor their infrastructure,
and to fit the mission that faces us
today.

We have the best military force in
the world. We will see them in action
shortly. I think we owe them our vote
to sustain their base closing round as
we go forward.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I am

compelled to rise today in opposition
to the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Kentucky and to join with
the Senator from Rhode Island and the
Senator from Arizona and others who
have spoken eloquently and effectively
on this point.

For 23 years of my life, I was not a
Senator but was a naval flight officer,
and I served as commission commander
of Navy aircraft.

We saw a lot in the news earlier this
year about this. I have been stationed
on bases that did not get much support.
As the Senator from Rhode Island sug-
gested, it is not an enviable position to
be in—either professionally in terms of
supporting your mission, your aircraft,
or whatever weapons systems with
which you operate. And it is not an es-
pecially satisfying position to be in for
the families of those who are assigned
to those bases because you don’t get
the kind of support for your child care
development centers, and you don’t get
the kind of support for your family-re-
lated activities on those bases.

Several people rose today to say
there are cost savings that flow out of
base realignment and closures. Just
take the figures that were estimated
by the previous two speakers: Savings
of $15 billion to $16 billion by 2001, and
annual savings going forward of about
$6 billion per year. Let’s say those fig-

ures are not right. Let’s say they over-
state by half the amount of money that
has been saved and will be saved. It was
suggested that we have already saved
anywhere between $7.5 billion to $8 bil-
lion, and that going forward we might
expect to save another $3 billion each
year.

What would we do with that money?
There are plenty of things to spend it
on in this Defense authorization bill. I
will just mention a few of them: Fight-
er aircraft that we are anxious to
build; military airlift capability; cargo
aircraft—either anxious to build or up-
grade and improve—helicopters that
need to be replaced, and ships.

Earlier we heard from the Senator
from Alabama that 315 Navy ships con-
tinue to diminish. We need to build
ships to replace those that are being
decommissioned. We need to build sub-
marines as well.

The President and others support the
idea of developing and deploying a na-
tional missile defense system which
will cost tens of billions of dollars. But
even if we set aside those weapons sys-
tems and simply consider the aircraft
and the ships that stay on the ground,
with the helicopters that stay on the
ground that are used just for cannibal-
ization—we steal their spare parts to
keep other ships and other aircraft and
other helicopters flying, the ships that
aren’t going to sea simply because they
lack the spare parts that enable them
to carry out their missions.

It has been suggested that in the
wake of the tragedies in the last 2
weeks—the terrorist attacks in New
York and Virginia—somehow keeping
military bases that are unutilized or
underutilized open will enable us to be
more vigilant against our enemies. I
just do not see it. I just do not see it
that way.

The language in the legislation be-
fore us today does not mandate the es-
tablishment of a base realignment
commission. It provides the discretion
to the President and to our Secretary
of Defense, if they see fit, to appoint
the members to serve on a commission.
As Senator MCCAIN has suggested, the
language in this legislation is crafted
in a way to take the politics out of
whatever might be done with respect to
base realignment.

If the President and if the Secretary
of Defense elected to use the discretion
provided for them in this legislation,
they would ultimately establish the
commission, and that commission
would ultimately come back to us in
this body and in the House of Rep-
resentatives in order to have the final
say, the final word, as to whether or
not the bases recommended for closure
be closed. We have the final word.

I believe it is prudent for us, in a day
and age when we do have substantial
needs for additional weapons systems—
upgraded weapons systems, and to
make the ones we already have work-
able—to look for some opportunities to
save not just a few dollars but a sub-
stantial number of dollars. The poten-

tial in this bill, with this approach, is
very real.

With that, Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues to support the language the
committee has reported out, and also
to support our President and our Sec-
retary of Defense, as well as our mili-
tary leaders, who have sought just this
kind of authorization.

I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. REID. Will the Senator from

North Carolina allow me to propound a
unanimous consent request without
you losing your right to the floor?

Mr. DORGAN. I have no idea what
the Senator from North Carolina would
say, but the Senator from North Da-
kota would be happy to yield.

Mr. REID. I am so sorry.
Mr. DORGAN. They both start with

‘‘North.’’
Mr. REID. That is why they should

change the name to ‘‘Dakota.’’
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all,

I am going to propound a unanimous
consent request. We have been talking
now for a couple days about having a
final cutoff time for amendments, tell-
ing Senators that they have to give
both Cloakrooms amendments so we
know how many. We need a finite list
of amendments. We have been going
back and forth on this. We want to
move this along. This is the country’s
bill. The President is very interested in
getting this passed as quickly as pos-
sible. Unless we work out something on
these amendments, we will never finish
this bill. So this is the purpose of this
unanimous consent request.

I ask unanimous consent that the list
I will send to the desk be the only first-
degree amendments remaining in order
to S. 1438, the Department of Defense
authorization bill; that these amend-
ments be subject to relevant second-de-
gree amendments; that upon disposi-
tion of all amendments the bill be read
a third time and the Senate vote on
passage of the bill, with no intervening
action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ALLARD. I object, Mr. Presi-
dent. I might explain.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ALLARD. I understand there are
a couple Members yet on our side who
are still working on it. I am not sure
whether we have those issues resolved
or not. As soon as Senator WARNER re-
turns to this Chamber, we might be
able to get a final agreement on that.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would say
we are losing ground. A little while ago
we only had one Member who was con-
cerned; now we have two. This has been
going on literally all this day. I repeat,
I certainly understand the point by my
friend from Colorado, but the fact is,
we need to move this legislation. This
does not prevent anyone from offering
an amendment. They can offer amend-
ments to their heart’s content. But we
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need a list of finite amendments so the
managers can work on these amend-
ments to move this legislation forward.

I think it is really too bad that we
can’t get a final list of these amend-
ments. Senator WARNER and Senator
LEVIN have worked very hard on this
legislation. It is important—I repeat—
to this institution and to the country
to get this legislation passed.

So I am very disappointed we were
not able to do this. I hope we can do it
at some subsequent time. And I hope
that subsequent time is not far in the
future.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow, Tues-
day, September 25, following the usual
opening activities, the Senate resume
consideration of S. 1438, the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill;
that there be 15 minutes remaining for
debate prior to a motion to table the
Bunning amendment, with the time
equally divided and controlled in the
usual form, provided no second-degree
amendments be in order prior to the
vote.

I would say, before I put this to the
Chair in final form, that the managers
of the bill are being very gracious in
doing this. People tonight can debate
this amendment as long as they wish.
Either manager, or any anyone else, of
course, could move to table at any
time. So I think this is certainly gen-
erous on behalf of the two managers.
People would have all night tonight to
debate. We would come in tomorrow
morning and have a vote on a motion
to table. So I propound this request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BUNNING. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I again——
Mr. BUNNING. May I state my objec-

tion?
Mr. REID. Of course.
Mr. BUNNING. I really have not had

a chance to talk to the minority lead-
er.

Mr. REID. OK.
Mr. BUNNING. As soon as I speak

with him, I will get back to you.
Mr. REID. I express my appreciation

to the Senator from Kentucky.
Mr. BUNNING. Thank you.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this

amendment deals with an issue that is
not new to any of us. We have long de-
bated the issue of base closures and the
establishment of a BRAC commission
for the purpose of base closures. In
fact, we have had previous base closure
rounds in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995. In
those rounds, 451 installations, includ-
ing 97 major installations, were ordered
closed or realigned by the year 2001.
And the last two big installations,
Kelly and McClellan Air Force Bases,
were closed this past summer.

Now even though most of those in-
stallations have been closed or re-
aligned, only 41 percent of the

unneeded base property has, in fact,
been transferred. From all of those
base closures, over all of that period of
time, only 41 percent of the unneeded
base property has been transferred.

It takes years to dispose of this prop-
erty. And, principally, the reason for
that is the strict environmental clean-
up standards which are very costly and
very expensive. In fact, I find it inter-
esting, according to pages 118 and 119 of
the Department of Defense’s 1998 Re-
port on Base Realignment and Closure,
the first several years after a base clo-
sure incur additional costs to the gov-
ernment, not savings.

For the 1993 BRAC round, a net cost
to the Federal Government—not a net
savings—a net cost was incurred for
the first 3 years beginning in the year
1994.

If you take a look at the 1995 BRAC
round, you find exactly the same thing.
The BRAC-related costs exceeded sav-
ings by $1.5 billion for five years from
fiscal year 1996 to 2000.

One might make the case, if you skip
over the next 3–5 years you will find
some savings from a new round of base
closures. Maybe so, although lying out
there is the disposal of almost 40 per-
cent of all the property that has not
yet been disposed of because of the en-
vironmental cleanup costs. So one won-
ders exactly what these savings are.
They are certainly not in the next 3–5
years.

Those who make the point that there
is an urgency to close these bases, at a
time when we desperately need invest-
ment in the Department of Defense, are
probably going to end up costing the
Department of Defense additional
money through base closures if we, in
fact, decide to approve another round.

I support this amendment to strike
the base closure provisions from the
underlying bill for two reasons. One is
military, and the other is economic.
First, the military side of things.

We do not know what the force struc-
ture is going to be of the Department
of Defense. There is a quadrennial re-
view that is going on, but at this point
no one in this Chamber knows what the
force structure is going to be. If you do
not know what the force structure is
going to be, how do you know what the
base structure should be? How do you
know what kind of facilities for mili-
tary operations you need if you do not
know what kind of military force you
are going to have?

Will this military force change as a
result of the tragedies that occurred on
September 11? Probably. Will we—when
we see now a renewed attention to
homeland security and homeland de-
fense—will we be more concerned about
the issue of bases in this country?
Where they are located? Whether they
are strategic in location? Whether they
are needed or not needed? Will all that
change? I think it will.

But the main point is this: If you do
not know what your force structure is,
how can you be talking about your
base structure? Yet the Department of

Defense is already saying our base
structure is way out of line, even
though they don’t know their force
structure.

I deeply respect the men and women
in uniform. God bless them. I want to
give them everything they need to do
their job in preserving liberty and
fighting for freedom. But we don’t need
a new BRAC round to find savings in
the Pentagon. We all know there are
areas of inefficiency in the Pentagon. I
won’t go through them. But let me give
you one instance I have dealt with in
the last 6 months, just as an example.
I say this only to say that if there are
worries about efficiency, let’s go find
where money is being wasted hand over
foot.

We have 5,700 trailers that were man-
ufactured for the U.S. Army. They had
a problem with the brake actuator. The
result is, they put 5,700 trailers in stor-
age facilities, and they were there for
years. It turns out in fact, in addition
to a brake actuator that didn’t work on
the hitch, the bumpers on the Humvees
that were supposed to pull the trailers
weren’t strong enough. They hooked
these things up to the Humvee, and it
broke the Humvee. You talk about
waste. There is a lot of waste, a lot of
inefficiency. I think we ought to go at
that. I don’t think it ought to be busi-
ness as usual with respect to the waste
of the taxpayers’ money.

With respect to the question of which
bases are important in the future of
this country, which bases might be im-
portant with respect to homeland secu-
rity, I don’t think we know the answer
to that at this point. We certainly
don’t know what the force structure is,
so how on Earth would we know what
the base structure should be?

Economic circumstances have really
changed with respect to this country’s
economy. We had a very soft economy
prior to the tragedy on September 11.
That economy has turned more than
soft, I am afraid. All of us are strug-
gling to try to find ways to see if we
can’t give some lift to the economy.

I will tell you how you put a lode-
stone on the economy, how you put an
anvil on the economies of literally doz-
ens and dozens of communities, all
across America: Tell the communities
tomorrow that we are going to have a
base closing commission and that
every single base is at risk, and, there-
fore, if you are thinking of making an
investment in a community that has a
sizable base, don’t do it because it
might be this base that will get caught
in the next BRAC round and be closed.
That message in this particular piece
of legislation will say to potential in-
vestors in literally hundreds of commu-
nities across this country that you
ought not make investments in those
communities now, you ought to wait.

I can’t think of a more destructive
thing to do to the economy at this
point than to send that message to all
of those communities and all the folks
who might invest in them.

When you have a wide open BRAC
commission like the Administration
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proposes, every single military instal-
lation is at risk. It is as if you are
painting a bull’s eye on the front gate
of every base that says: This might be
the one that is selected; this might be
the one that is closed. The result is,
people will stunt the economic growth
of those communities because they feel
they must, in order to make good pru-
dent investment decisions, they must
wait until that BRAC round is com-
plete.

Investors will say: I can’t build a 12-
plex apartment in this community be-
cause I don’t know whether there will
be 20- or 30-percent unemployment 2
years from now if that base is ordered
closed. From a military standpoint and
economic standpoint, I think this is a
very inappropriate and unwise judg-
ment. That is what will happen if we
approve the base closure provision in
this bill.

The amendment I support simply
says, let’s strip that provision out.

My point remains: How can you re-
align and create a base structure before
you know what your force structure is?
And we don’t know that. No one in the
Senate, no one in the Congress and, for
that matter, no one in the Pentagon
yet understands what our force struc-
ture is going to be.

It might very well be the case—I sus-
pect it will—that following the tragedy
of September 11, we might have a very
different view of the base structure in
this country relating to homeland se-
curity and homeland defense. If that is
the case, it will change the views of
Congress and the Pentagon about what
our missions ought to be and where
they ought to be placed. At this point
I believe strongly that we ought to do
the right thing, and the right thing is
to take this out of the bill. Pass this
amendment.

My colleague, for whom I have great
affection, said that, if we strip this out
of the bill, we will be sending a signal
that it is business as usual in the Con-
gress. It is not that, with due respect.
It just is not that. Business as usual is
gone, as far as I am concerned. Busi-
ness as usual is thinking the way we
used to think. Everyone in this Cham-
ber and in the Congress ought to be
prepared to think differently about
these issues. We have a quadrennial re-
view commission that will evaluate
force structure. We don’t have the fog-
giest idea what that is going to be or
how that will change as a result of
what has happened in the last couple
weeks. Yet we are going to go right
back to the same old cry on the floor of
the Senate that we need to unleash a
base closing commission that will
evaluate whether any and every base in
this country shall be a candidate for
closure. That makes no sense to me.

Let me make a couple of additional
points. The term they are now using to
create a BRAC is ‘‘efficient facilities
initiative,’’ which as an acronym is
pronounced ‘‘iffy.’’ I really don’t like
acronyms very much. This particular
one I don’t like a lot. ‘‘Iffy’’ probably

describes the difficulty, the serious dif-
ficulty, virtually every community in
this country that hosts a military in-
stallation will have with respect to its
future and the consequences of this
Congress unleashing another round of
base closures.

One of my colleagues said: This
doesn’t really create a round, it just
authorizes a round. Of course it creates
a round. There is no difference between
authorization and creating one. If we
don’t pass this amendment and it strip
out the base closure provision, we will
have a new round of base closures. And
if we have a base closing round, I am
certain it will have significant con-
sequences on this country’s economy,
beginning immediately. The minute
the Congress enacts legislation and it
is signed, every single community in
this country that hosts a military in-
stallation is going to see its invest-
ment deteriorate. It is the worst pos-
sible result for this country’s economy.

Aside from that, as I said, the issue is
not just economics, and should not be.
The issue is also military. Given the
circumstances with our new needs in
homeland defense and given the fact
that we don’t know what the military
force structure is going to be, this Con-
gress should not at this point antici-
pate that the base structure ought to
be cut by creating a new BRAC com-
mission. If the new force structure jus-
tifies cutting base structure, we can
consider that again next year, since
the base closure round the Administra-
tion wants is not applicable until the
year 2003. There would be nothing that
would prevent it from being included in
the next year’s authorization bill.

This proposal for a new round of base
closures is a terrible idea. I hope very
much my colleagues will join me in
supporting the amendment offered by
the Senator from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield
for a unanimous consent request?

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield to my col-
league from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I renew
now the unanimous consent request
the Senator from Nevada had made be-
fore. I understand it has now been
cleared.

I ask unanimous consent that at 9:30
a.m. on Tuesday, September 25, fol-
lowing the usual opening activities, the
Senate resume consideration of S. 1438,
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill; that there be 15 minutes re-
maining for debate prior to a motion to
table the Bunning amendment, with
the time equally divided and controlled
in the usual form, provided no second-
degree amendments be in order prior to
the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ALLARD. Reserving the right to
object, and I don’t plan to object, does
that mean there will not be any more
votes tonight so Members can clear
their schedules?

Mr. REID. May I respond to that on
behalf of the manager of the bill? Sen-
ator DASCHLE has not made a decision
on whether or not there will be more
votes tonight. We hope there will be
the opportunity to offer other amend-
ments tonight. If people want to debate
this base closing issue until the wee
hours of the morning, the two man-
agers have no concern about that. But
if people have completed their debate
tonight on this issue, we hope that oth-
ers will offer amendments on other
matters. There could be votes. The
leader has not made an announcement
on that.

I think the Senator from Colorado
makes a good point, that the leader
needs to make a decision on that, and
he will in the near future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ALLARD. I withdraw my res-
ervation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. BINGAMAN. I join Senator LOTT,

Senator BUNNING, my colleague who
just spoke, and others, in supporting
the amendment to strike section 29 of
the bill. That is the provision in the
bill that comes to the Senate floor to
authorize the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission that would be con-
vened 2 years from now.

Simply stated, I believe this is the
wrong time for us to be committing
our country to this course. It adds
greatly to the uncertainty that already
is substantial in the country. In the
context of this new threat that we have
all come to recognize in stark terms in
recent weeks, it strikes me as incon-
sistent for us to agree to close more
military facilities, not knowing pre-
cisely what our military needs are
going to be as we move ahead. We may
decide we need to resize the military
and we may need to reconfigure it in a
great many ways.

Let me make one other point that I
believe is accurate, which I have al-
ways thought got too little attention
in this discussion; that is, the point
that the administration has authority
to realign and, in fact, even to close
bases—or essentially do that—if it de-
termines that is an appropriate course
to follow. When they send us their
budget each year, they can send us pro-
posals to move people from here to
there and, in fact, they don’t need to
wait for the next budget cycle or for
the next fiscal year to take those ac-
tions.

I think the reality is that this whole
concept of setting up a commission to
make these determinations is a way for
the administration to not have to
specify what bases it believes ought to
be realigned or what bases it believes
ought to be closed.

We had a base closed in my State
back in the 1960s. Lyndon Johnson was
the President at the time that hap-
pened. We didn’t have a law on the
books that authorized that in this
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same way. It was the decision of the
President to support the recommenda-
tions made to him by the people he
chose to review this matter.

So I don’t really think anyone in this
Senate should be under the illusion
that if we don’t pass this provision, the
administration is totally hamstrung;
they are not. If they feel strongly
about this, they should come to the
Congress and make their recommenda-
tion or take their action. If the Depart-
ment of Defense decides to reduce the
number of vulnerable overseas bases
and facilities—which they may well do
in light of this new terrorist threat of
which we have all become aware—then
that would require that personnel and
equipment and their families be
brought home, and we may well need
the various facilities in this country to
accommodate them at that time. It is
another aspect of the uncertainty that
we face in going forward. Clearly, there
are other aspects of that uncertainty
that we also need to take into account.

Let me also raise the obvious issue
about the impact that closing bases
and realigning bases has on morale and
quality of life for the people in uniform
and their families. There is a lot of re-
locating that goes on when you are in
the military. I think we have all ob-
served that, and we see that in our own
States. But that relocating is added to
very substantially when you go
through this process of doing a major
realignment and closure of a whole raft
of bases. So that needs to be taken into
account in determining whether this is
the right time to be pursuing this
course of action.

Among those who support setting up
a new commission on realignment and
closure, we hear a lot about savings.
They say the reason we are doing this
is that this will give us extra money in
the defense budget to meet these ur-
gent needs. Several Senators have al-
ready spoken about how those savings
are fairly illusory when you get down
to looking at them. The costs of clos-
ing bases and realigning bases can be
very substantial. When the Department
of Defense was closing bases in the
1990s, there were expenditures—identi-
fiable expenditures—of over $3 billion
during 1994, 1995, and 1996. The Congres-
sional Budget Office cited the Depart-
ment of Defense estimates that an av-
erage round of base realignment and
closure could average costing more
than $2 billion each year during the
first 3 years after that process begins.

I think what people are not focusing
on is that these extra costs—if we ap-
prove this provision as it comes to the
Senate floor, these extra costs that can
be incurred in going forward with this
issue are not in the budgets we have
been given by the Department of De-
fense so far. If the Congress approves
another round of base realignment and
closure, those upfront costs have to
come out of some other portion of
funds that are identified for the De-
partment of Defense. It could be pro-
curement of weaponry, it could be

readiness, and it could be research and
development for improvements in our
force structure in the future. Those
choices, which are already hard to
make, become even harder if we lay
these additional billions of dollars of
expense on the defense budget. So the
upfront cost problem is a very real
problem and needs to be taken into ac-
count.

Supporters of BRAC, as I mentioned
before, refer to the billion dollars in
savings; there will be savings and I rec-
ognize that. But they will be a long
time in the future. According to the
Department of Defense estimates, the
Department did not begin to show
overall net savings for the first four
rounds of base realignment and closure
until at least 10 years after the first
round of the base realignment and clo-
sure was approved in 1988. So there
may be savings, but we need to recog-
nize that those are far in the future,
and that for the next several years
there will be additional costs laid on
top of the military, which they will
have to take out of some other activity
in which they are engaged. I believe
the timing is wrong for this issue.

From a national security standpoint,
it does not make sense to me to com-
mit ourselves to reducing our base in-
frastructure, with all of the uncer-
tainty we have about what that base
infrastructure ought to be as we move
forward. It also doesn’t make sense to
undertake significant new spending
that is not currently in the Depart-
ment of Defense budget when future
budgets promise to be tighter and our
economy clearly is more fragile than
we thought it was several months ago.
All of this we are doing, or proposing
to do, in the hope we will have some
savings in the far distant future.

In my view, that is not an adequate
justification for going forward with an-
other base realignment and closure
commission. I hope my colleagues will
support the amendment Senator LOTT
and Senator BUNNING have put forward
on this issue. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to oppose the amendment
and to support our chairman, Senator
LEVIN, and our ranking member, Sen-
ator WARNER, and to support our Sec-
retary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld,
who has written a very clear letter to
all of us, which Senator WARNER has
already read into the RECORD, setting
forth his reasons why we need to con-
sider realignment and closure of some
bases.

We have close to 400 bases in the
United States. With a reorganization of
the force structure, it is very clearly
stated by the Secretary of Defense that
we don’t need all of those bases, and
that there would be substantial savings
from closing some of them.

Now, is any Senator up here going to
want any base closed in his or her par-
ticular State? Of course not.

Are all of us, with such a rec-
ommendation for closure, going to

fight like the dickens to keep that base
open in our particular States? Of
course we are. But we are judging a
question not within the myopic lens of
just the interest of our own States but,
rather, from the view as Senators look-
ing at protection and providing for the
common defense of the country.

I have heard a number of our col-
leagues talk about this very sad trag-
edy of September 11 as a justification
for not closing bases. It seems to me it
is a justification for exactly the oppo-
site; that it is a justification for recog-
nizing that we need to be smart in how
we are going to allocate the funds that
are clearly going to be needed for the
defense of this country, and that we
best utilize and direct those funds in
combating this terrible plague that has
now beset not only us but the entire
world, and that is this plague of ter-
rorism.

I wanted to add my voice to perhaps
what is an unpopular point of view. In-
deed, if one of our bases ends up on the
closure list, I will be making the pitch,
but that is not the question. The ques-
tion is what is in the best interest of
the country in the allocation of the
dollars that are appropriated for the
Department of Defense. If we can save
some that can be allocated more to the
prosecution of this war against ter-
rorism, then, in this Senator’s judg-
ment, that is in the best interest of our
country.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank

my colleague from Florida. He is a man
who has served his country in a variety
of capacities and understands the mili-
tary, the men and women in the mili-
tary, and the need for this provision.

None of us who have a significant
number of bases—such as is the case in
the State of Florida, as is the case in
the State of Arizona—that are very im-
portant to the economy of our States
enjoy this exercise. I respect the views
of those who are supporters of the
amendment, including the sponsor
himself, who is an experienced indi-
vidual having served in the House and
now in the Senate and has been in-
volved in these issues of national secu-
rity.

We have an honest difference of opin-
ion. I believe this is a good debate to
have. I respect—I repeat, I respect—the
views articulated by those who are sup-
porters of the amendment. But I do
think, as I said before, this will be a de-
fining vote. The President of the
United States has clearly asked for the
authority to close unnecessary bases.
The Secretary of Defense has spoken in
the strongest terms. Our civilian and
military leaders of the services have
spoken in the strongest terms. Every
objective observer recognizes that we
need to have a base closing process.

There are several arguments that are
being made in behalf of the amendment
of the Senator from Kentucky. One is
we need more studies before we act.
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Here are some things we already

know. We know we have excess infra-
structure. An April 1998 report from
the Department of Defense on base clo-
sure required by the Congress found
that the Department still maintains
excess capacity that should be elimi-
nated.

We know having more facilities to
run costs more money, and having
fewer facilities to run costs less. Excess
infrastructure is a drain on resources
and the military services are strug-
gling. I quoted earlier from testimony
given to the House Armed Services
Committee by the people who are re-
sponsible for these installations.

Some of the conditions at these bases
are deplorable. None of us would want
to live and work under the conditions
which they presently have, and this
does have an effect on morale, which
then does have an effect on retention of
good men and women in the military.
God knows, we need them now more
than any time perhaps since December
7, 1941.

We know the Base Closure Commis-
sion used to reduce that excess in an
impartial way not only works well but
is considered a model for others to fol-
low. Many times I hear we ought to
have a commission on Social Security
along the lines of the Base Closure
Commission so Congress can vote up or
down. It has been a model.

We know the military has unmet
needs that have higher priority than
preserving our current base structure.
The fact is DOD has excess facilities;
that closing bases saves money; that
the military has other pressing needs
for those savings, and BRAC is the fair-
est way we know to reduce the excess.

I point out, I do not think it is to-
tally fair. As long as you have human
beings making these decisions, it will
not be a totally fair process. There will
be some subjectivity, but for me, some-
one has to come up with a more objec-
tive way. The only way I know is crank
all the information into a computer,
and I do not think we are quite ready
for that process.

People keep saying: We don’t know if
closing bases really saves money. The
Defense Department says they will
have achieved a net savings of $15 bil-
lion by the end of this fiscal year from
the previous base closure rounds, with
another $6 billion in savings each and
every year thereafter.

One of the things that costs money
that was not anticipated was the envi-
ronmental cleanup costs. We found out
that on these bases, particularly those
that were built during World War II
and before, in some cases there were
enormous environmental problems.
Those were additional costs associated
with closing those facilities.

My response to that is, no, we did not
anticipate that, but should we have left
these environmental problems alone?
Shouldn’t we have cleaned them up
anyway? Were we asking our active
duty military men and women to work
in places that were environmental haz-

ards, perhaps even to their health?
These measures should have been
taken while the bases were still open.

We do know it saves money. We do
know there are environmental costs,
but I would argue those environmental
steps should be taken on every base in
America whether they are open or
closed. Why should we expect a mili-
tary base to put up with an environ-
mental situation which is not accept-
able off the military base? Some people
say DOD has not proved that is the
right number. This is because the
BRAC savings costs you avoid does not
mean the savings are not real. The
more bases you have, the more you
have to spend. We know that.

We have to wait for Secretary Rums-
feld to finish all his strategy reviews
before we authorize any new base clo-
sures. The fact is, we are now under-
taking several strategy reviews that
may revise DOD’s force structure plans
and their estimates of what facilities
are in excess. Authorizing new base
closure rounds now does not preempt
these reviews. Just the opposite: It will
allow Congress to act on them.

We are in the process right now and
already have spent more money on de-
fense. There will be additional costs for
defense because, as the President so
eloquently stated to Congress and the
American people, we are in a long twi-
light struggle. But I know of no one
who believes we will have to expand
the size of the military establishment
to fit in these excess costs. I think all
of us envision a military that is not
necessarily expanded in size but re-
structured; something we should have
done beginning in 1991 at the time of
the collapse of the Soviet Union.

This military structure will not nec-
essarily be a larger one. This military
structure will be one that is equipped
to respond to emergencies throughout
the world, deploy in force, be on the
battlefield, effect the outcome, and
leave. That is basically the kind of
military we need to meet the chal-
lenges and win the first war of the 21st
century.

So, yes, there is restructure in the
military; yes, we need more high-tech
equipment; yes, we need more of some
kinds of equipment. We need less of
others. But no one believes we will go
back to a military of the size that
would require the use of the number of
bases we have today.

I do not believe the Secretary of De-
fense would have written the letter he
did yesterday that says I want to un-
derscore the importance we place on
the Senate’s approval of authority for
a single round of base closures and
alignments. Indeed, in the wake of the
terrible events of September 11, the im-
perative to convert excess capacity and
warfighting ability is enhanced, not di-
minished.

I repeat, the imperative to convert
excess capacity into warfighting abil-
ity is enhanced, not diminished.

I want to talk about another issue
that is kind of important, although

perhaps from a national security stand-
point it is not too important, but that
is the economic impact it has on the
local communities. There is the belief
it devastates the local community. If a
base is closed, it can go well, and it can
go badly. There are many cases where
the local communities put together a
good reuse plan and they are as well off
or even better off after the closure of
an installation.

The Congress and the Defense De-
partment have taken steps, since the
last base closure round, to speed up the
disposal of property for any future
rounds.

In the majority of bases that were
closed, there has been an increase both
of employment as well as revenues into
the local communities. Why is that?
One reason is that in a lot of cases you
have a nice runway, and an air facility
is readily available then for usage; in
the case of Williams Air Force Base, in
the case of many others. Another rea-
son is, you have recreational facilities,
such as a golf course. You have build-
ings. You have an infrastructure there
that businesses, education, and others
have chosen to move into.

There is another argument that it is
not fair to put every community with a
base through all the anxiety of BRAC
when we only need to close some of
them, so we ought to change the proc-
ess and take some bases we know we
will not want to close off the list, cer-
tain bases that will not be closed under
any circumstances.

On the surface it sounds like a good
idea. I think anybody could name 20
bases we would not want to see closed.
But who decides which 20 bases cannot
even be looked at, what criteria would
be used, and how do you put 20 bases on
the list and say no to the 21st or the
40th or the 100th?

I have every confidence the Norfolk
naval base will not be closed. I do not
see how the Navy could exist without
it. Could Luke Air Force Base be
closed? It is the only place where F–16
pilots are trained today. I am not so
sure. Should Luke Air Force Base be in
the top 20? I hope so. But maybe not.
Maybe this BRAC could figure they
could consolidate F–16 and F–15 train-
ing together in one base. So that is
not, I believe, a procedure that could
lead us to any meaningful result.

There is another issue that is impor-
tant: Closing bases will deprive mili-
tary retirees of access to health care,
and that happens. Not only health care
but commissary facilities and others.
That is one of the reasons we induce
people to join the military—because
they will receive benefits and have ac-
cess to military bases after they are re-
tired. They have reduced retiree health
care options, but the TRICARE For
Life Program enacted in the fiscal year
2001 Defense authorization bill address-
es this issue by providing a quality
benefit package that allows military
retirees to get care from civilian doc-
tors. This was a big step forward. It
also allows the services in the Base

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 01:23 Sep 25, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G24SE6.074 pfrm02 PsN: S24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S9709September 24, 2001
Closure Commission to focus fully on
the military value of each base.

I know if Luke Air Force Base were
closed, a lot of retirees who use the
commissary, use the other facilities,
would be deprived. I feel very bad about
that, but at least we have taken care,
to some degree, of their most impor-
tant needs, and that is health care they
would otherwise get at these installa-
tions.

So we have been through this debate
for years. We have been through this
debate since I came to the Congress in
1983. We had a series of base closures,
and unneeded and unwanted and unnec-
essary bases were closed. If we had not
gone through that process and left a
number of bases open that had been
closed through previous BRAC proc-
esses, I cannot imagine the costs that
would be entailed today.

I note with some interest the Sec-
retary of Defense is asking for one
more round. Perhaps we are getting
close to the point where we will not
need any more rounds of base closings,
but every study, every objective ob-
server, every person I know of—and
there may be some who do not, but I do
not know of any who are military ex-
perts who are admired and respected by
the people of this country who think
we need another round of BRAC.

Again, I want to point out—and this
is a very important point—it is very
difficult for us to recruit and maintain
a quality military force if they are liv-
ing and working in facilities that are
inadequate and sometimes unsatisfac-
tory. I mentioned the issue of environ-
mental cleanup. It is obvious now, be-
cause of the base closure process, that
many of the men and women in the
military were working and living in
areas that were environmentally un-
safe, if not hazardous. So the quality of
life does have a significant impact on
the efficiency of our military.

We will be asking men and women in
the military to go out and fight and
perhaps sacrifice their lives. It seems
to me the least we can do is make sure
their quality of life, both at home and
overseas, is at a level we would want
for all of us, our families and our
friends and particularly those brave
young Americans whom we are going
to ask to serve and sacrifice in the fu-
ture.

Is this a life-or-death issue? No, it is
not a life-or-death issue. We will mud-
dle through if the Bunning amendment
is passed. As I said earlier, I think this
sends a signal that could be very
wrong, and that is that on a major
issue, according to the Secretary of De-
fense and our uniformed and civilian
leaders, we do need a base closing com-
mission, we are not prepared to do
that. I think that would be a very seri-
ous error on our part.

So I hope we will defeat the Bunning
amendment.

I want to thank Senator LEVIN, the
distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, for his unstinting and unrelent-
ing support of this issue. He and I have

tried to get this done for a number of
years now, and our track record, like
mine on several other issues, has not
been exemplary, but I think we now
have an opportunity.

I thank Senator LEVIN again for his
leadership and his willingness to be in-
volved in this issue. I am aware in the
State of Michigan there are bases that
could be closed, as there are in any
State.

I thank all of those who support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I hope I did
not cause the Senator from Arizona to
wrap up his argument prior to when he
planned to. I did not mean to do that.

Senator DASCHLE has asked me to an-
nounce there will be no more rollcall
votes tonight. We also hope, if there is
a lull in the debate regarding this base
closing issue, that Senators offer
amendments on other matters, and we
would arrange a time to vote on those
tomorrow.

We are going to renew our request for
a finite list of amendments. We had
great difficulty getting that. We are
sorry the minority has objected to
that. This is a bill that is of the utmost
importance, and it appears now there
are people who do not want this legis-
lation to go forward, which I think
sends a terrible message to the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from
Nevada yield for a question?

Mr. REID. Yes.
Mr. LEVIN. If Senators come forward

tonight with other amendments, if the
BRAC debate ends at a reasonable
hour, would it be possible for those
amendments not agreed to, to have
votes on those amendments, stacked
immediately after the BRAC motion to
table tomorrow morning?

Mr. REID. It may be difficult because
the Attorney General is coming before
the Judiciary Committee at 10 o’clock.
It is a very important meeting. With
all he has on his plate, we should not
keep him waiting. We will work to ar-
range the votes as quickly as possible.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. REID. I am happy to yield.
Mr. MCCAIN. I was prepared and I

think Senator LEVIN was prepared to
offer a motion to table very shortly. Is
that out of the question at this time?

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Arizona, we have a vote scheduled at
9:45 in the morning. People said they
wanted more time to debate this. Al-
though, as I announced prior to enter-
ing into that consent agreement, any-
one at any time can move to table, but
in consideration of the importance of
this issue, we thought it would be best
that everyone have everything they
have to say tonight.

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ROCKEFELLER). The Senator from New
York.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I, too,
thank the chairman and ranking mem-

ber and a number of our distinguished
colleagues who have risen to support
and oppose the Bunning amendment. I
believe many Members in this Chamber
either had no well-informed or formed
opinion prior to September 11, or, per-
haps, were inclined to support a new
round of base realignment closings. It
is with some regret that I rise in sup-
port of the amendment from the Sen-
ator from Kentucky. I believe after
September 11, it is imperative we have
more information available than we
currently have.

There are many arguments that have
already been made on the floor, very
good ones, from our colleagues from
Arizona, Rhode Island, Delaware, and
Florida, as to what efficiency issues
should take precedence. I agree we
need to constantly be evaluating our
defense budget and expenditures, to be-
come as efficient as possible. Yet I also
believe there are serious security con-
cerns we are only beginning to address.
I take very seriously the Secretary’s
letter which has been referred to and
which has been read into the RECORD.

I believe my colleague from New
Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN, is correct
in saying the President and the Sec-
retary have inherent power to realign,
depending upon the needs we face in
any kind of strategic or emergency sit-
uation.

We are about to engage in a broad-
scale reevaluation of our homeland de-
fense and security. We are going to be
asking ourselves some very tough ques-
tions about our readiness, about the
proper intersection between our domes-
tic policing agencies and functions and
our military.

At this point, I think there are sev-
eral factors that have to be addressed
in addition to the request of the De-
partment of Defense and the rec-
ommendation from the Armed Services
Committee before many Members
would be comfortable voting for a new
round. I am not sure the new round, if
it is only a Defense Department review,
will adequately look at some of these
other broader issues that may have im-
plications for both physical infrastruc-
ture and force deployment.

Some have said the QDR, which is ex-
pected by the end of this month, is out
of date now. I don’t believe that is the
case, at least from what I am told and
read in the paper; that the quadrennial
review that the Department has been
undertaking will have some very sig-
nificant recommendations that should
be digested and taken into account
with respect to moving forward on an-
other round of base realignments and
closings.

It is important we integrate our do-
mestic and military capacities in a
way we have never had to think about
before. Many were deeply concerned
when we read reports of the short time,
but nevertheless, unfortunately de-
layed time, that it took to scramble
fighters into the air to try to deal with
the impending threat and the potential
threat that might have still been out
there from additional hijackers.
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I don’t know that the BRAC round

has the same substantive under-
standing or impact that we have had in
years past, given the new threats we
have so tragically suffered. I would be
very confident and supportive of our
chairman and ranking member and
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, working with the administra-
tion, coming up with a proposal that
does make some sense.

I listened very carefully to the com-
ments of the Senator from Arizona—
maybe certain bases should be taken
off the table. Maybe they should. That
is something we have never talked
about before, but in the context of the
new threats we face, I think we have to
think differently. It may be we may
have a BRAC round where some bases
would be off the table, some of the as-
sets that we have would be put to one
side and we say they are essential to
homeland security and they are essen-
tial to our projection of force abroad.
Therefore, any BRAC round would not
look at those. That might be an idea
worth considering because I think ev-
erything changed on September 11. A
threat that was not understood as
being so deadly and imminent has
caused such terrible destruction and
tragedy.

I, for one, will support the Bunning
amendment at this time because I
think we have to reevaluate what we
mean when we think about closing
bases and realigning our forces. No one
should argue about the efficiency
measures that need to be taken, so
that we do, No. 1, get the most effec-
tive use of our dollars; and, No. 2, pro-
vide the kind of infrastructure and re-
sources that our all-volunteer military
deserves to have.

I am concerned at this point we may
not be ready for the ‘‘son of’’ BRAC.
There may be the need to rethink how
we get to the level of bases that are re-
quired. I think perhaps for the first
time we have to seriously take into ac-
count the new mission that the Presi-
dent has given for homeland security,
to make sure there is, if necessary, the
kind of integration that will make us
safe at home as well as abroad in terms
of America’s values, interests, and se-
curity.

I rise with some regret because I
have the greatest of respect for our
chairman, our ranking member, and
those who support this request for an-
other round. I probably will very much
end up supporting it, but only after we
give the kind of thought I think is re-
quired today, to take into account the
new threats and perhaps do it dif-
ferently than we have done it before
after we carefully evaluate what kind
of presence we need, taking into ac-
count homeland security. I would sup-
port that kind of approach. That is not
what is being proposed at this time. I
urge my colleagues to support the
Bunning amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I think
it is important we go back and outline
how the base-closing commission
works. In listening to this debate, we
get the idea that by continuing a proc-
ess of having a base-closing commis-
sion, that the commission simply takes
on its own head and imposes the clos-
ing of bases without regard to the
thinking of the President, without re-
gard to the wishes of the Secretary of
Defense.

Let me remind my colleagues how
the process works. How the process
works is, you set up a structure and
nothing happens until the President
and the Secretary of Defense come for-
ward and say, we believe for these rea-
sons that these bases should be re-
aligned, closed, restructured, merged,
et cetera.

Nothing happens until the President
makes the proposal.

Look, I understand base closings. We
have closed bases in my State. I have a
lot of bases. I am proud of every one of
them. I love every one of them. And
nothing is harder than watching com-
munities that sacrificed and supported
the military and helped win the cold
war, and then through base closing and
realignment we end up closing the base
and imposing a very heavy burden on
the community. I understand that. I
identify with it. I have seen it in flesh
and blood in my State.

But the bottom line is we have 20 to
25 percent excessive capacity in mili-
tary bases in America today. I was for
the Base Closing Commission process
before the 11th, but I am stronger for it
now. The arguments for it today are
stronger than they were then because
we need these resources moved into
areas where they can support the de-
fense of the American people and into
nontraditional areas.

The first proposal the new Secretary
of Defense made as part of his military
realignment and restructuring was the
renewal of the Base Closing Commis-
sion process that we had under a Demo-
crat and a Republican President. If we
come in now and simply say we forbid
them from undertaking this process—
we forbid the President and the Sec-
retary of Defense from looking at our
new situation and saying that based on
where we were before the 11th, based on
what happened on the 11th, based on
the challenge we face today, we need to
close or realign these bases and we
want an orderly process to have it eval-
uated and to have Congress vote up or
down, yes or no in response to that
evaluation—if we come in and take the
first proposal the Secretary of Defense
has made and say no, we are not going
to do it, it seems to me we are basi-
cally saying we do not want to restruc-
ture the military and we are going to
look at our interests in our States and
we are going to say those interests su-
persede the national security interests
of the United States.

There are two sides of every argu-
ment. I know there are good arguments
on the other side, and they are going to

be made persuasively. But let me just
sum up.

We have 20 to 25 percent excessive ca-
pacity in military bases, and I cannot
foresee or imagine a circumstance
under which that will not grow as a re-
sult of the conflict that started on the
11th. No base could be considered for
base closing by the Commission unless
it was recommended by the President
and the Secretary of Defense.

What we are doing here is taking
away flexibility from them, to restruc-
ture resources to meet the current
needs—not the needs of World War II,
not the needs of the Korean conflict,
but the needs of the military today. In
the end, if we do not agree with the
process, if after we go through their
recommendation and the outside eval-
uation of people who are appointed to
the Commission, confirmed by the Sen-
ate, evaluated independently—if we
disagree with it, we can reject it.

But I think it is very important that
we not reject the only reform proposal
that has come before the Congress
since the new administration took of-
fice. I just think to accept this amend-
ment today is basically to say to them:
Forget about this reform because the
first one you proposed, we say no to.

I hope this amendment will be re-
jected. I am not sure that it will be,
but I hope it will be.

I would also like to say, while I have
Senator LEVIN here in the Chamber, I
thank him for his leadership on this
issue. I would like to make a plea to
him.

He and I, out of the best of inten-
tions, have for the last half dozen years
engaged in a battle about the Prison
Industries. I am not going to give a
long speech on it today. I will have
plenty of opportunities if we do not
work something out to do that. But for
the last half dozen years we have had a
running debate. I believe people in pris-
on ought to work. I think the evidence
of decline in recidivism of people who
are in Prison Industries is over-
whelming. No less an authority than de
Tocqueville, when he came to America
in the 1830s to study American prisons
and then decided to stay and study de-
mocracy, commented on the impor-
tance of prison labor and prison indus-
try.

Senator LEVIN and I have had a run-
ning debate about this issue. I want to
preserve the prison industry system.
He wants to—I would say ‘‘kill it,’’ but
I will say ‘‘dramatically change it,’’ in
this new spirit of bipartisanship. It is
an important issue. It is one that de-
serves to be debated. There are two
sides of the issue. Strong arguments
can be made on both sides.

But my plea to Senator LEVIN is, this
is not the year or the time or the bill,
it seems to me, on which to have this
debate. I hope we can set aside this di-
visive issue on which the Senate has
been roughly evenly divided. I think in
the 6 years or so we have debated this
issue, Prison Industries has survived by
a handful of votes in each and every
one of those years.
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I hope we can wait and debate this

next year or the year after. We do not
have to debate it this year. I think this
is an impediment to seeing this impor-
tant bill pass.

I would just call on the better angels
of his nature to let us set this issue
aside with a guarantee that next year
or the year after we will have a hot de-
bate on it and we will each present our
side of the argument and we can decide
then on prison labor and prison indus-
try in the Defense Department. But I
think, with all we have going on, with
all the major issues, this is not a good
use of our time.

So being here to support the chair-
man on this issue of base closing, I
simply wanted to make my appeal that
we put off this divisive issue of prison
labor for another day. Next year we
will do another Defense authorization
bill. We can debate this divisive issue
then. Hopefully this war will be well
underway and we will be in the process
of winning it overwhelmingly. If he
would do that, this Member would
greatly appreciate it. All the prisoners
who are working would appreciate it.
But I would appreciate it if we would
eliminate this divisive issue and speed
up the process of moving ahead with
this bill.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. First, let me respond to

my good friend from Texas. I very
much welcome his constancy on the
issue of base closings. We have had
base closings in our States, just about
all of us. We know how complicated
that can be. He has taken a very coura-
geous position on that, even though
there have been bases closed in his
State as well as others in this Chamber
as well. I thank him for the commit-
ment he has made to doing something
which is not easy to do because back
home it can, at least on occasion, cause
some disruption.

Senator THOMAS is also in the Cham-
ber. He is a cosponsor of our legisla-
tion, which is in the bill. My good
friend from Texas mentioned perhaps a
year or two from now we could debate
it. It is kind of tempting to have that
debate 2 years from now because such
an effective advocate for his position
would no longer be here, to wit, the
good Senator from Texas.

But when my good friend from Texas
says people in prison ought to work, I
have to say I could not agree with him
more. I could not agree with him more.

But I also think people who are not
in prison ought to have the right to at
least bid when their Government is
buying items. Right now there are too
many occasions when people in the pri-
vate sector are prohibited from bidding
for items being purchased by their Gov-
ernment. That may be hard for col-
leagues to believe. But it is the truth.
Despite all of the advantages in terms
of ‘‘costs’’ of Prison Industries, to wit:
labor at incredibly low cost, including
the fact that they do not pay a whole

lot of other benefits, to put it mildly,
there are businesses in this country
that are not allowed to bid on items
that their Government is purchasing. I
find that to be simply incredible and
wrong fundamentally.

It is that issue which this language
addresses in our bill. We want the De-
fense Department, when they bid for
purchasers, to let out bids and to be
able to receive bids not just from Pris-
on Industries but from the private sec-
tor as well, and then go with the lowest
bidder, or the best quality. The Defense
Department wants that power. Prison
Industries wants to maintain the mo-
nopoly and deny the private sector the
opportunity simply to bid. It may be
unbelievable that the private sector
could bid less than Prison Industries
charged the Defense Department for
items. But there is one way to find out.
Let them bid. It is the only way to find
out. In this system of ours, it is un-
thinkable to me that we not allow the
private sector to compete when it
comes to the Government purchases.

I thank Senator THOMAS who has
been so active on this issue, as well as
others. I wish we could figure out a
way to accommodate my friend from
Texas. But I can’t do that without giv-
ing up what I consider to be an impor-
tant principle.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I know
there are a lot of other people who
want to talk. One of the compromises
that I would be satisfied with is to
have competition in the Defense De-
partment on procuring—competition
with Prison Industries but let prison
labor within the constraints of not sell-
ing locally, which could disrupt the
local economy, and not glut the mar-
kets, let them produce and sell things
in the private sector.

If we could generate that, the prob-
lem is the practical impact of the pol-
icy that we have 1.2 million people in
jail—almost all of them males in their
prime, productive period—and the net
result of the amendment is that the
relatively few who are working won’t
be working. So they can’t sell in the
private sector. If you take away from
them the right to sell to the largest
Government customer, then there is no
prison labor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I will cor-
rect my friend. This is not a question
of a right to sell to the customer. They
have ever right to sell to the customer.

Mr. GRAMM. The right to sell in the
private sector.

Mr. LEVIN. That is what we tell
China—that we don’t want China to use
prison labor to make products to sell
to us and that compete with us. We tell
China that we don’t want prison labor
to make products that come into this
country and compete with us. But my
friend from Texas wants us to use do-
mestic prison labor.

Mr. GRAMM. Absolutely I do. Why
shouldn’t prisoners be paid to work?

Mr. LEVIN. They are being paid
about 35 cents an hour. No one in the
private sector can compete for a job if

he has to compete with prison labor on
that basis.

Let me say that I fundamentally dis-
agree with the Senator from Texas on
that issue. That is not the issue in the
language in this bill. The issue in the
language in this bill has to do with
simply allowing the private sector to
compete. This is one of those cases
where the AFL-CIO and the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce and the NFIB are in
total agreement. We can debate this
later. It is not often that you get those
organizations together. But in this
case they are because the issue is so
fundamental. Will our private sector be
allowed to bid on Government pur-
chases or can the Federal Prison Indus-
tries have a monopoly on some items
even though they are charging the
Government more despite their 50-
cents-an-hour payment on labor—what-
ever they pay—despite the fact they
make no benefit payments to the pris-
oners. Despite all of that, in many
cases they still are charging the Gov-
ernment more than the private sector
can charge the Government. Let the
private sector, for heaven’s sake, bid
on items which their own Government
is buying. It is unthinkable that we do
not allow the private sector to bid on
items which their own Government is
buying. It is unthinkable to me.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I am
little unsure where we are. I am not
sure about my position on this issue.
However, I and many of us here worked
very hard to pass a fair bill last year to
allow for the private sector to bid and
compete for Government business rath-
er than doing it by outsourcing. I think
that applies here. Certainly there are
many other things that prisoners can
do to continue to work. This is matter
of competition.

I ask the Senator from Michigan: Did
the Senator from Texas agree to pull
his amendment? What is the agree-
ment?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
happy that is not quite the way I heard
him at this time. Perhaps we will be
able to figure out some approach where
this matter can be resolved.

I emphasize that the right to com-
pete with the private sector is in the
bill. The amendment which will be of-
fered would have to be written with
language that allows competition in
the bill.

Mr. THOMAS. We are prepared to
talk about that.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
the distinguished chairman: But it does
change current law to provide for addi-
tional competitive strictures on the
Federal prison system. Is that correct?

Mr. LEVIN. No. It allows competi-
tion where there is none now. The Fed-
eral prison system now can declare a
monopoly for something, and declare
that no private sector can bid on an
item that it wants to supply to the
Federal Government. That prevents
the private sector from bidding. We
would say that is not right. Let the pri-
vate sector bid, and if the Prison Indus-
tries folks can produce it cheaper or
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better, fine. But if they can’t, and the
private sector is doing it cheaper or
better, then the private sector ought to
be allowed to compete.

Mr. SESSIONS. But it would alter
current law. Under current law, the
plan has been for Prison Industries to
produce products for sale to the Fed-
eral Government thereby improving
prison conditions and receiving some
financial benefit to the prison.

Mr. LEVIN. That part doesn’t
change. They can still produce what
they want but they wouldn’t be allowed
to declare a monopoly so nobody else
could compete for that product.

Mr. SESSIONS. I remember not too
many years ago that I met an indi-
vidual who I had prosecuted as a Fed-
eral prosecutor. He served a number of
years in jail and was a former elected
public official. We got to talking about
this very subject. He said to me: If you
need a witness, call me because I have
been in prison where prisoners work,
and I have been in prisons where they
don’t work. And it is a lot better where
they are working. It is when you go to
the chow line at 6 o’clock in the after-
noon, there are no fights, and no shov-
ing or pushing. People are tired and
want to get their food and go to the
cell and go to bed.

It is a tough call for me because I be-
lieve in competition. And I am wres-
tling with this vote. I understand the
Senator’s concern about it. But I be-
lieve deeply that we have to ensure
that prisoners work. There are forces
out there that want to shut it off at
every angle. But at some point we need
these prisoners working, for their ben-
efit and for America’s benefit. I don’t
know how they can’t be competitive
with the advantages they have. That is
why I am thinking I could support the
Senator’s amendment on the theory
that they would probably tighten
things up and get competitive if it
passed. But they certainly need to
work.

I thank the Senator from Michigan.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine.
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise

today to support S. 1438, the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2002. This bill provides our armed
forces the tools necessary to protect,
serve, and defend the United States of
America and our allies. Recent events
underscore the critical importance of
this bill: as the country mourns those
lost in last week’s terrorist attacks,
our armed forces must stand at the
ready.

This bill has many laudable initia-
tives, including several efforts from all
three of the subcommittees on which I
serve: Seapower, Emerging Threats and
Capabilities, and Personnel.

In the area of Seapower, our sub-
committee was faced with the difficult
task of balancing the competing prior-
ities of: new construction of ships for
our naval fleet; sustaining our current
platforms and weapons systems; and
investing in the weapons systems and

platforms of the future. I am pleased
that this bill takes important steps to
ensure that our naval forces can con-
tinue to command the seas and project
power ashore while sustaining a viable
industrial base to support our future
national security needs.

The bill approves more than $9 bil-
lion in funding for such major pro-
grams as three DDG–51 Arleigh Burke
class destroyers, one SSN–774 Virginia
class attack submarine, and one T–
AKE auxiliary cargo and ammunition
ship. It is critical that the U.S. Navy’s
destroyer program sustain a viable pro-
duction rate to ensure a smooth transi-
tion from the current DDG–51 Arleigh
Burke destroyer program to the future
land attack destroyer program, DD–21,
which will form the backbone of our fu-
ture fleet.

The bill further authorizes advance
procurement funding for four LPD–17
amphibious transport dock ships and
the LHD–8 amphibious assault ship.
Full funding of $643.5 million for the
continued research and development
for the DD–21 Zumwalt land attack de-
stroyer program is also included in this
bill. This is particularly important in
light of the House’s unfortunate deci-
sion to cut the DD–21 authorization for
the coming fiscal year.

DD–21 will be vital to assure and sus-
tain access to areas of U.S. interests
overseas. It will do so very efficiently,
with a target crew size of less than 100
and other design innovations that re-
sult in significant life-cycle cost reduc-
tions over the current destroyer pro-
gram. The U.S. security strategy to de-
feat adversaries that seek to deny us
access to littoral regions of the world
will be critically dependent on U.S.
ships that are harder to target and at-
tack, and on weapons systems that can
deliver combat power ashore.

The Seapower Subcommittee also al-
located substantial resources to
strengthen aviation assets in the areas
of airlift, as well as for patrol, recon-
naissance and surveillance platforms.
The bill authorizes nearly $90 million
in additional funding to sustain readi-
ness for C–17 maintenance trainers and
improved shipboard navigation radars,
among other items. Additionally, the
bill provides more than $170 million to
improve the ability to meet non-tradi-
tional threats, including $96 million for
P–3 modifications to increase the capa-
bility of the P–3 aircraft to support op-
erations in littoral environments.
These modifications to the P–3 aircraft
will ensure that the aging P–3 aircraft
can continue to respond relevant to the
changing threat and operational envi-
ronment.

The Subcommittee on Emerging
Threats and Capabilities has spent a
great deal of time this year analyzing
the military’s ability to meet non-tra-
ditional threats. This bill continues to
improve the ability of U.S. forces to
deter and defend against a very real,
asymmetrical and growing terrorist
threat. Tragically, we have learned
just how real the threat has become.

The threat is not ‘‘emerging’’; unfortu-
nately, it’s real and present.

In light of the recent terrorist at-
tacks and testimony of the military re-
gional Commanders-in-Chief, I believe
that we must do more in the areas of
force protection, antiterrorism,
counter-terrorism training, and re-
search and development in order to
protect U.S. forces against weapons of
mass destruction, and to help them
support domestic efforts to manage the
deadly consequences of terrorist at-
tacks on our homeland.

The awful events of September 11th
should highlight the urgency of ensur-
ing preparedness in this arena. In this
new ‘‘war’’ against terrorism, such pro-
grams are our front lines.

The Emerging Threats and Capabili-
ties Subcommittee sought to improve
capabilities to meet non-traditional
threats by encouraging the develop-
ment of technology for the detection,
identification, and measurement of
weapons of mass destruction agents,
investing in research initiatives that
will detect biological and chemical
weapons, and funding the terrorism
readiness initiatives of the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

This bill demonstrates our commit-
ment to reexamine and bolster our ef-
forts to combat terrorism and to ex-
tend the Defense Department’s empha-
sis upon force protection overseas to
include better protection at home as
well. One of the first hearings held by
the Senate Armed Services Committee
this year, for example, focused on ‘‘les-
sons learned’’ from the attack upon the
destroyer USS Cole, which had killed 17
sailors. Tragically, we will now have
many more lessons to learn.

The Subcommittee on Emerging
Threats also has been examining the
role of civil support teams in dealing
with terrorist attacks and upon broad-
er issues of how we should prepare for
‘‘homeland defense.’’ This work has
been eye-opening, and the tragic events
of the past few days underscore, as per-
haps nothing else could, how important
it is to support the Defense Depart-
ment’s efforts in these areas.

I am pleased with the work of our
Personnel Subcommittee as well. The
bill we are considering fully funds the
Tricare for Life, TFL, initiative au-
thorized in the FY 2001 National De-
fense Authorization Act, while also im-
proving the compensation and quality
of life of U.S. forces and families. The
committee added $700 million to the
budget request to improve compensa-
tion and quality of life, including addi-
tional funds to reduce service mem-
bers’ out-of-pocket housing costs, to
increase higher education opportuni-
ties, and to provide personal gear to
improve the safety and comfort of U.S.
forces in the field.

Effective January 1, 2002, every serv-
ice member will receive a pay raise of
at least 5 percent, and personnel in cer-
tain pay grades will receive targeted
pay raises ranging between 6 and 10
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percent. These will be the largest in-
creases in military pay since 1982. Fur-
ther, the bill supports the budget re-
quest of $17.9 billion for the Defense
Health Program, which represents a
significant increase in order to meet
rising costs of medical care and in-
creased benefits for military retirees.

While it is our responsibility to exer-
cise our best judgment regarding the
security of our Nation, we must do so
while considering the administration’s
current priorities, as well as the emer-
gent needs of our sailors, soldiers, air-
men, and marines. In this time of con-
strained resources and limited budgets,
every initiative needs to be carefully
considered in the wake of traditional
and non-traditional threats.

With that said, it is my belief that
we in Congress, and this administra-
tion have some very tough choices to
make, not only in the areas of missile
defense and the new war on terrorism,
but also in developing a integrated na-
tional security strategy, force struc-
ture, and future investments critical to
our armed forces. Such fundamental
decisions should be made first, and we
should move forward to the evaluation
of where and how our force structure
should be supported.

While the debate continues on how to
transform our armed forces, and the
committee takes action to support our
armed forces and the administration’s
priorities, I would like to take this op-
portunity to acknowledge and thank
Chairman LEVIN and Senator WARNER
for their tireless efforts to tackle these
very tough issues and produce an au-
thorization bill that funds a number of
critical priorities and provides support
for the men and women of our armed
forces.

I wish to make a few points in re-
sponse to the speech given by my dis-
tinguished colleague from Arizona ear-
lier today on the issue of base closures.

Many of us have made the argument
that it makes far more sense to deter-
mine our force structure, particularly
in light of the new emphasis that must
be placed on homeland defense before
we proceed with closing installations
that may well prove to be needed later
on.

But it isn’t just those of us serving in
the Senate who support Senator
BUNNING’s amendment who feel that
way. Let me quote from an answer that
our Secretary of the Army, Thomas
White, gave to a question regarding
base closures put to him by Senator
DORGAN at a hearing before the Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee in June.
Senator DORGAN gave an excellent
speech on this issue earlier. Secretary
White said:

I think that the cart’s a little before the
horse. The first thing we have to nail down
is what the national military strategy is . . .
in accordance with the QDR process. That’s
step one.

Step two is sizing the force against the
strategy, and that will flow out of the exer-
cises currently ongoing.

And the third step will be what’s the most
efficient basing for that force, and only at

that stage of the game, when we try to figure
out the most efficient way to base the force
and to support it from a business perspec-
tive, will we get into which infrastructure is
excess or not. This has got to be a strategy
driven exercise.

Ironically, Secretary Rumsfeld, in ar-
guing for base closures, also makes the
point that:

Our future needs as to base structure are
uncertain and strategy dependent.

This is the wrong time. We face tre-
mendous challenges. We should not be
embarking on a whole new round of
closing and downsizing base installa-
tions until we know what our needs
are. And then, Mr. President, we should
not be using the discredited BRAC
process.

My colleague from Maine, Senator
SNOWE, and I have extensive experience
with the BRAC process. We have found
it to be unfair. We have found it to be
inconsistent in its application.

If the Pentagon identifies bases that
are truly excess, that are not needed—
and I recognize there is excess capac-
ity—then the Pentagon should identify
those bases and put it in the budget.
Why should we put every community
across this country that hosts a base
through the uncertainty, the worry,
and the expense of hiring consultants
to make the case for the retention of
their base? That just does not make
sense.

We are experiencing this right now in
Maine the Pentagon’s closure of a base
in Winter Harbor. We wish that this
Navy installation, which has been
there for more than 70 years, were
going to remain open, but, unfortu-
nately, its mission has become obso-
lete. What the Maine congressional del-
egation is doing is working with the
local communities, with the Park
Service, and with DOD, on a transition
plan so it can be effectively reused. We
do not need to endure the uncertainties
of a politicized BRAC system.

Finally, I want to respond to the
comments made by the Senator from
Arizona about the need for improved
housing for our troops. I could not
agree with him more. I have visited our
troops stationed at the DMZ in Korea.
I was shocked and appalled at how bad
the housing was for our brave men and
women who are serving there on the
front lines. We do have to do better.
But that is a completely separate issue
from the issue of whether now is the
time to embark on base closures.

Now is not the time—now is the
worst possible time—to divert the ener-
gies of the civilian and military leaders
of the Pentagon into an exercise of
closing bases that may well prove to be
needed later. Now is certainly not the
time to create concern and chaos and
confusion in every community that has
proudly hosted a military installation
and is supporting our men and women
in uniform. Now is certainly not the
time to embark on another round of
base closures when all of our energies
must be focused on the overriding goal
of crushing the international network

of terrorist organizations that have so
harmed our Nation and its citizens.

I urge support for the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Kentucky.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first, I
would like to make an inquiry and
then I have a couple comments to
make.

When are we going to be taking up
amendments that have been on the list
for quite some time? Has that been de-
cided yet? Or may I ask the manager of
the bill, are we going to be disposing of
the Bunning amendment before we go
to other amendments? Is that going to
be the order?

Mr. LEVIN. We are going to be dis-
posing of the Bunning amendment to-
morrow morning at 9:15. What we are
hoping for is that other people with
amendments—if debate ends early
enough tonight on the Bunning amend-
ment—will come forward with their
amendments so we can debate those
amendments and then set votes on
those amendments tomorrow.

Mr. INHOFE. Yes.
Mr. LEVIN. Senator REID is here so

we will leave that conversation for
him.

Mr. REID. The manager of the bill is
absolutely right. We are certainly will-
ing tonight to take up any amend-
ments that need to be offered. I say to
my friend from Oklahoma, as I have
said several times throughout the day,
this is a very important amendment,
the one now before the Senate. We are
going to dispose of it in the morning,
more than likely, at 9:45.

But the problem we have, I say to my
friend from Alabama, is we cannot get
your side to agree on a list of amend-
ments. We are not saying eliminate
amendments. We are not saying you
cannot offer amendments. We are say-
ing offer anything you want, but let’s
have the managers have a finite list of
amendments.

And I don’t know what the majority
leader is going to do, but if this goes on
tomorrow, I think the majority leader
would have to think seriously about
going to some other legislation because
we cannot go on with each hour that
goes by with more amendments coming
in. We need a cutoff period of some
kind.

So I say to my friend from Alabama,
if there is some way you can prevail on
the people on your side of the aisle to
allow us to have this unanimous con-
sent request agreed to—what the con-
sent agreement says is that—I offered
it already, and I will just tell you what
is in it again—in fact, I will propound
it right now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the list that I will send to the
desk at this time be the only first-de-
gree amendments remaining in order to
S. 1438; that these amendments be sub-
ject to second-degree amendments that
are relevant; that upon disposition of
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all amendments, the bill be read a
third time and the Senate vote on pas-
sage of the bill, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate.

I propound this unanimous consent
request, but I say, Mr. President, be-
fore I ask you to rule—I say to my
friend from Alabama, and anyone with-
in the sound of my voice—this is some-
thing that isn’t unique to this bill. We
do it all the time. That is how we com-
plete legislation. If we cannot get peo-
ple to agree on a finite list of amend-
ments, we cannot do anything on the
legislation. We might as well just pull
it.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the distin-
guished assistant majority leader.

And I will say this: I started out with
16 amendments, and I have 3. I think if
everyone did this, we would be able to
complete this bill. It is very important
we have the Defense authorization bill
and we act on it. So I will do my part.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, if he
had 16, that is your privilege. You can
have as many as you want. We are say-
ing, have as many as you want, but
let’s have a cutoff period so the man-
agers, at some time, can work through
these amendments. If there is no end to
these amendments, there is nothing to
work through; we never finish the leg-
islation.

So, Mr. President, I propound this
unanimous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. SESSIONS. I understand there
are still those who wish to continue de-
bate and who have not been prepared to
agree to that on this side—maybe
somebody on this side. We have had
this frustration ever since I have been
in the Senate. We have been on the
other side as the majority. But maybe
we can get this thing moving. I cer-
tainly would like to see this bill move.
I would not personally object. I am ob-
jecting for others who, I understand,
have a right to object and have asked
that I do so. I certainly will do what I
can to see this bill move. I hope we can
reach an agreement soon.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Alabama, this unanimous consent re-
quest that I have propounded does not
in any way limit debate. In fact, it will
allow unlimited debate on each amend-
ment. We are not saying don’t talk
more than an hour on an amendment.
We are saying just tell us what you
want to talk about so that the man-
agers can determine if they can be ac-
cepted as part of a managers’ package,
or if they want to try to work out time
agreements on these amendments, or if
they want to basically accept some of
them.

The way it is now, under the Senate
rules we will never, ever finish this leg-
islation unless there is a finite list of
amendments. And we can’t do it.

Mr. SESSIONS. I understand the
Senator’s concerns and frustrations.

We have been on this less than 2 full
days. This is a major bill. Maybe we
can get the agreement soon. I will cer-
tainly help him in that regard, if I can.

Mr. INHOFE. Let me reclaim my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma does have the
floor.

Mr. INHOFE. I appreciate this, I say
to both the Senator from Alabama and
the Senator from Nevada. It is very im-
portant. We must get to a point where
we can vote on it. I do have three
amendments I want to take up. I will
just stick it through until such time as
I can bring them up.

Let me make a couple comments on
some of the debate that has been going
on. As far as prison labor is concerned,
I assure the Senator from Alabama,
who has been concerned about it, ex-
pressing his desire to have prisoners
work, I can assure him that prisoners
can work.

I can also assure him that the lan-
guage, in my opinion—I have been on
this committee now since 1994, and I
have heard this debate every year since
1994—in the bill is good language. We
need to be able to have quality work
done on the work we are talking about
in conjunction with this prison labor
debate.

Let me assure the Senator from Ala-
bama that we can go ahead and keep
the language that is in our bill and
still have a lot for the prisoners to do.
I know a lot about this. I was mayor of
Tulsa for three, four terms. During
that time, we had a prostitution ring
that hit Oklahoma and hit my city of
Tulsa. It was a very serious problem.
Of course, we would throw them in jail.
They would get out about 10 minutes
later, when their attorneys would come
up. What I did was, instead of putting
them in jail and incarcerating them, I
put them in work details.

We had them out there—it worked
out really well—cleaning up our parks.
Because they had spiked heels, they
could kind of go out there and pick up
the trash, and it worked out very well.
That program actually stopped that
ring. It was because it was hard work.
They didn’t want to do it.

I can remember once I got a call from
someone from Sidney, Australia, on a
live radio show. I don’t know what
time it was there, but it was the mid-
dle of the night in Tulsa.

He said: Mr. Mayor, how cruel can
you be, making those poor women go
out and work hard in the hot sun and
do all that labor.

I said: I’ll tell what you I will do. We
will just package them all up and send
them to Sidney, and then it will be
your problem.

Then he said: By jove, I think you
have a good program there.

There is a lot of work that can be
done by prisoners. Anyone who has
worked in this area, which I have in
Oklahoma with our State penitentiary,
knows that can happen. That is not the
issue. There is going to be work. They

are going to get work anyway that is
not as enjoyable as the work we are
talking about. I support the language
in the bill.

Under the debate right now, we have
been talking about the proposed fifth
round of the BRAC, base realignment
and closure round. I have to say this: I
am opposed to it, but for a different
reason than the Senator from Maine
who spoke before me. It is not that I
don’t believe in the process.

I was elected to the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1986. DICK ARMEY put
out this problem. He said: As it is, we
are never going to be able to close in-
stallations and get rid of infrastructure
that is no longer something we need if
we leave it up to the political process.
Each one is an economic base. There is
not a Member of the House or the Sen-
ate who is not going to protect his own
turf.

That had been true. So I strongly
supported DICK ARMEY, and in 1987 we
passed the BRAC process. We went
through four rounds. Until the last
round came up, it worked beautifully.
It wasn’t to everyone’s satisfaction. A
lot of people were mad about it. But a
lot of bases, in New York and other
places, were closed down and everyone
cooperated.

In the fourth round, politics entered
into it. It was a partisan thing because
it was Democrats and Republicans who
did it. That has taken care of where it
can’t happen again.

The system is good. I far prefer the
system of having BRAC rounds over
the system that we used before then.

Here is why I am opposed to it. It is
a totally different reason. I heard Sen-
ator BUNNING ask: Can anyone show me
the amount of money that has been
saved? We all have opinions as to what
is projected into the future. I will say
this: One thing we know for sure, we
have closed 97 installations. I would
suggest we wouldn’t have closed one of
them if it had not been for this process.
We closed them. And in that time that
we actually closed those, there wasn’t
one that didn’t lose money for the first
3 or 4 years afterwards.

I think there probably is infrastruc-
ture out there that we are going to
have to address at some time. We have
two things that are going on right now:
No. 1, we are bleeding. Everything is
hemorrhaging right now. We know we
are having problems in our force struc-
ture, problems with retention, prob-
lems with modernization. We need to
have a missile defense system. All
these things have top priority in the
bill, and I agree that they should be
done. So if we postpone the consider-
ation—I know it doesn’t take place
until 2003—if we postpone it until a
later date, then we will not have to
forgo that money that it is going to
cost to close bases at a time that we
need to go into rebuilding our defense
structure. We are repeating something
right now like it was in 1981. We have
a hollow force. So this is not the time.
I might seriously consider it later on.
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The second reason is this: We know

we are going to change the force struc-
ture. We know we are right now at one-
half of the force structure we were in
1991 during the Persian Gulf War. That
can be documented. That is one-half
the Army divisions, one-half the tac-
tical Air Force, one-half the ships,
down from 600 to 300. We know we are
going to have to start building that
force structure back up.

As we do it, we may be needing some
of the infrastructure that right now, if
it were looked at by a committee that
were appointed now or next year, they
might think is not necessary.

Let’s wait. To artificially lower the
infrastructure down to here, when our
force structure is too low and we are
going to have to raise it up—we don’t
know what we are going to be needing
at the time. The time is not right.

I believe in the system. I will support
it at the appropriate time. But we need
every dollar we can get to rebuild our
defenses today. That is what this bill is
all about. That is why this is one of the
few parts of this bill with which I dis-
agree.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

STABENOW). The Senator from Ohio.
Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, I

rise today to indicate my strong oppo-
sition to amendment No. 1622, which
would strip a provision authorizing a
round of base closures in fiscal year
2003 from the fiscal year 2002 Defense
authorization bill, and differ from
some of my colleagues who would like
to do that.

As one who voted for base closing
last year, I understand how important
this provision is to our national secu-
rity. As many of my colleagues are
aware, our military now finds itself
with an infrastructure base that is no
longer proportionate to its force struc-
ture. It is estimated we now support an
infrastructure that is in excess nearly
25 percent. In other words, we have an
infrastructure out there of bases; there
is 25 percent more than what we really
need. I believe rather than continuing
to pay for unneeded facilities, our de-
fense dollars can and should be better
spent to meet the most pressing needs
of our armed services.

I stand behind Chairman LEVIN, Sen-
ator WARNER, and other members of
the Armed Services Committee who
supported the inclusion of this provi-
sion in the fiscal year 2002 Defense au-
thorization bill.

As the committee noted in its report
accompanying the bill, our top civilian
and uniformed military leaders have
requested this authority. For the last 5
years, they have been asking for it. I
believe we should trust their guidance
and act to grant the Defense Depart-
ment this much-needed authority. Too
often I have noticed in this body that
we do not support the recommenda-
tions of the people we charged with the
responsibility to get the job done. We
know more about it than they do.

In this case, we have charged these
people with the responsibility to secure

our freedom and provide our national
defense. We should listen to them. I am
so glad the Armed Services Committee
did so in this case.

The committee said:
The committee believes that the argu-

ments for allowing the closure of additional
facilities are clear and compelling. The de-
partment has excess facilities. Closing bases
saves money, and the military services have
higher priority uses that could be funded
with those savings.

As our Nation prepares to engage in a
new battle to combat terrorist threats
against the United States and the Free
World at large, it is critical that these
excess resources be used to meet the
most pressing defense needs.

I respectfully disagree with the argu-
ment that we should not act on this
initiative as our country prepares to
take on those who commit acts of ter-
rorism against our Nation. On the con-
trary, I believe that now, more than
ever before, we need these resources for
more important endeavors.

As the Secretary of Defense noted in
a letter to Chairman LEVIN, dated Sep-
tember 21, 2001—I want to make the
point that I have heard several people
say on the floor of the Senate that they
can’t do it, they are too busy with
other things, and don’t have the time
or resources to properly do the over-
view that they need to determine
which of these bases ought to be closed.
It seems to me that they have a better
idea of what their capacity is than we
have.

In this letter from the Secretary of
Defense, dated September 21—that is
pretty near—he said:

Indeed, in the wake of the terrible events
of September 11, the imperative to convert
excess capacity into war-fighting ability is
enhanced, not diminished.

Basically, they say we can handle the
job. Give us the permission so we can
move on with it. We made hard deci-
sions regarding the size of force struc-
ture during the past decade and we can
continue to do more to make cor-
responding choices regarding the size
and configuration of our military in-
stallations. Some of the words I have
heard were that we have had base clos-
ings and they have been wonderful in
terms of cost savings. The cost savings
associated with past base realignment
and closures, including several from
my State of Ohio, is considerable.

That is the other thing. So often
when these things come up, people are
thinking of their own bases and they
don’t want to lose the bases. I didn’t
want to lose the bases in Ohio that
went through the BRAC process. I
thought it was fair and above board.
They did close down bases. In other in-
stances, we were able to convince them
that the bases should remain open. But
the fact is, as a result of these base
closings, the Department of Defense
has a cost savings of nearly $14 billion
because of these initiatives. Given the
fact we still have a military infrastruc-
ture that is in excess of more than 20
percent, we can continue to generate

even more savings with an additional
round of base closures.

The Secretary of Defense estimates
that with an additional round of base
closures, in fiscal year 2003, our tax-
payers are going to save $3.5 billion an-
nually. In this particular case, I don’t
think the savings are going to be there.
We will take the savings and put them
to use by taking care of this war deal-
ing with terrorism. Given these sav-
ings, there should be little doubt that
additional rounds of closures will do a
much better job of directing expendi-
tures where we need them.

As I have long advocated during my
time in public office, I believe we
should work harder and smarter and do
more with less. That is what we are
asked to do. Keeping excess and
unneeded military installations up and
running takes scarce and critical re-
sources from meeting important prior-
ities in light of our new war. It just
doesn’t make sense.

How can we ask the American people
to increase our defense budget by $18.4
billion and, at the same time, know
that by closing these bases we can save
another $3.5 billion annually? Again,
that is $3.5 billion annually. I believe
the base closures are essential to al-
lowing our men and women in uniform
to best serve the strategic and national
security interests of the United States.

I strongly oppose any amendment
that would remove the much needed
provision from the fiscal year 2002 De-
fense Authorization Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you. Madam
President, I will be brief. I rise in re-
luctant support of this amendment.
There have been many who have talked
about the macro reasons for doing
this—that since September 11 we are in
a brave new world; that we may need
reassessment, and we probably do; that
we probably should not rush to judg-
ment.

Those are good arguments. But I
want to talk about the particular
issues that affect my State because we
are all looking at our States here. I
supported BRAC while I was in the
House consistently. I knew that it
might affect bases in my State. But my
mouth has been so soured by the last
BRAC that I cannot support it again. It
is not simply that my State suffered
dramatically of our large bases—three
out of the four were closed—it is rather
that the process, by just about all ac-
counts, was highly politicized—at least
in the instance of my State.

While the BRAC Commission did rec-
ommend the closing of Griffiss Air
Force Base, and they did recommend
the closing of the Seneca Army Depot,
they did not recommend the closing of
Plattsburgh Air Force Base. It was a
state-of-the-art base, one of the few
bases east of the Mississippi that dealt
with long-range bombers and tankers.
Plattsburgh was a state-of-the-art fa-
cility with a huge landing runway,
with huge investments in its infra-
structure that was being built; and,
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with good reason, the Commission did
not recommend Plattsburgh.

Perhaps because the chairman of the
Commission came from another
State—a fact that may or may not
have had an effect on this situation’s
ultimate outcome—at the last minute
Plattsburgh was put on the closing list
and McGuire Air Force Base in the
middle of the New York/Philadelphia
skyway was used to replace it. The dev-
astation in Plattsburgh was enormous.
The BRAC Commission does not take
into account areas where, when bases
are closed, people will never find jobs
again because they are shrinking areas.
We are having the same problem in
Utica. It was done so unfairly that I
cannot support this amendment unless
steps are taken to avoid the kind of
politicization that occurred. I was not
in the Senate then. I would have fili-
bustered or done whatever I could to
stop it because it was so unfair.

Now we have only really two large
non-Guard facilities left in New York
State. They are: Fort Drum, a state-of-
the-art 10th Mountain Division, a high-
ly trained and mobile unit, those sol-
diers have served nobly in the Bosnian
arena. We have Rome Labs, which is an
information center for the Air Force.
These days, as the tragedy of Sep-
tember 11 showed us, military intel-
ligence, information, and communica-
tion is the key.

If I had faith that the decision would
be made on the merits, I believe that
neither of these bases would be on the
list. They are both outstanding and im-
portant to our security and unique.
Fort Drum is, again, one of the few
bases in the East—Northeast—that
does this. It is one of the few that can
train mountain fighting in the kind of
terrains that we will be called upon to
be involved with in the near future.
Rome Labs, with the work of Congress-
man BOEHLERT and myself, has chipped
in $12.5 million to help revitalize, and
it is doing state-of-the-art research. I
have no doubt that if a decision were
made totally on the merits, those bases
would not be on a BRAC list. Had not
the sour experience of the Plattsburgh
Air Force Base existed in my mouth, I
would roll the dice and gamble, hoping
and believing that a decision would be
made on the merits. But I believe that
that did not happen. I don’t think New
York should take another hit, espe-
cially with two such outstanding bases
like Fort Drum and Rome Labs.

So, as I said, I will reluctantly vote
for this amendment. I would like to see
some safeguards put in, and that we
take into account areas that are
shrinking in terms of population and in
terms of jobs.

Most important, I would like to see
the process insulated from the kind of
last-minute political horse trading
that occurred and unfairly closed Grif-
fiss and put McGuire in its place.

I appreciate the work of my col-
leagues on the committee. I know their
intentions are the best and, as I said in
the past, before I reached the Senate, I

had supported this process. I hope we
can straighten it out so that decisions
are completely made on the merits and
I can support it again. But until that
time, given, again, the bitter and un-
fair experience of our State, I cannot.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Thank you, Madam
President.

I rise today in strong support of the
amendment that has been offered by
the Senator from Kentucky to strike
the base closing provisions within the
DOD authorization bill.

We all recognize that this is not busi-
ness as usual. We also recognize how
we will have to reevaluate many of the
considerations that are included in the
Defense authorization bill, many of the
ways in which we viewed our military
and our force structure prior to Sep-
tember 11.

Even before the horrific attacks of
September 11, I, along with many of
my colleagues, had serious questions
about the integrity of the base closing
process itself, as well as the actual ben-
efits realized. Now, with acts of war
committed against the United States,
with the President addressing a joint
session of Congress that justice will be
done, with our Reservists being called
up and our troops being deployed and
the unpredictability of the mission
ahead, of the asymmetric threats, I do
not believe this is the time to be con-
sidering the closure of additional bases.

Indeed, now more than at any other
time in recent history, I believe it is
absolutely critical that this Nation not
sacrifice valuable defense infrastruc-
ture when we have just committed our-
selves to a new war on terrorism.

This challenge will require a new
overarching military doctrine, one, in-
deed, that has yet to be developed. One
of the central goals of this administra-
tion has been to overhaul the military
doctrine which has been in place since
the cold war, requiring that the United
States must be able to be engaged in
and to win two major theater wars at
the same time.

Until a new doctrine has been deter-
mined, we cannot decide what the mili-
tary infrastructure should be. Now
with the announcement by the Presi-
dent of a Cabinet-level position respon-
sible for homeland defense, we cer-
tainly do not know essentially what
our requirements at home will be to
provide for our national security inter-
ests. Until there is an assessment and
cataloging of those needs, we simply
cannot afford to determine what addi-
tional bases should be closed.

I look at the Northeast, and in all
the four previous rounds the Northeast
has lost 49 bases, roughly 50 percent of
what we had prior to the BRAC proc-
ess; 73 of those bases, or just under 35
percent of the installations on the east
coast, were closed during the previous
four rounds.

Although the Office of Homeland Se-
curity will not take the place of the

Department of Defense, it obviously
will be coordinating many of the law
enforcement responsibilities of the
myriad agencies across the Federal
Government, and all of our military in-
stallations will no doubt play a critical
and prominent role in our homeland se-
curity.

Moreover, the war on terrorism will
be a long-term challenge, as the Presi-
dent has said repeatedly. This will re-
quire a sustained resolve and effort on
the part of the United States. It will
employ U.S. military, intelligence, and
law enforcement personnel and re-
sources. These forces will require the
support of our domestic and overseas
installations. This is all in addition to
our existing force deployments and
peacekeeping operations that we have
in Bosnia and Kosovo and, of course,
our logistical support in Macedonia.

Instead of chasing elusive savings, I
believe the Department of Defense
needs to provide to the Congress a com-
prehensive plan that identifies the
operational and maintenance infra-
structure required to support the serv-
ices’ national security requirements.
We all know that once the property is
relinquished and remediated, it is per-
manently lost as a military asset for
all practical purposes.

Proponents of additional base closure
rounds are quick to point out that re-
ducing infrastructure has not kept
pace with post-cold-war military force
reductions. They say bases must be
downsized proportionate to the reduc-
tion in total force strength. However,
the fact of the matter is, there is no
straight-line corollary between the size
of our forces and the infrastructure re-
quired to support them. Belief that
there is disturbs me. I heard it repeat-
edly when I served on the Senate
Armed Services Committee and chaired
the Seapower Subcommittee. I was in
the House when this whole process
began. I think about it in terms of the
1997 QDR, the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view process.

Since the end of the cold war, we
have reduced the military force struc-
ture by 36 percent and have reduced the
Defense budget by 40 percent, but now
I ask you: How much are we employing
that force? Although the size of our
armed service has decreased, the num-
ber of contingency operations that our
service members, our men and women
who are in the military, have been
called upon to respond to in recent
years has dramatically increased.

As I said, I chaired the Seapower
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee in the last Con-
gress. Guess what. The Navy and Ma-
rine Corps team alone responded to 58
contingent missions between 1980 and
1989—58 between 1980 and 1989—and be-
tween 1990 and 1999 they responded to
192, a remarkable threefold increase.

Between 1980 and 1989, they responded
to 58 contingencies. But from 1990 to
1999, in that entire decade, it was 192,
and that is just for the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps alone.
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During the cold war, the U.N. Secu-

rity Council rarely approved the cre-
ation of peace operations. In fact, it
was a relatively rare event. I served on
the Foreign Affairs Committee in the
House of Representatives, and I was
the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on International Oper-
ations. We rarely had such contingency
operations. In fact, the U.N. imple-
mented only 13 peace operations be-
tween 1948 and 1978 and none—none—
from 1979 to 1987. However, from 1988
through last year, by contrast, there
were 38 peace operations, nearly 3
times as many during the previous 40
years.

Madam President, as a former mem-
ber of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, and chair of the Seapower Sub-
committee, I can attest that the
Armed Services Committee has lis-
tened to our leaders in uniform testify
that our current military forces have
been stretched too thin, and that esti-
mates predicted in the fiscal year 1997
QDR underestimated how much the
United States would be using its mili-
tary. Clearly, the benefits of the peace
dividend were never truly realized. So,
we are seeing first hand that the 1997
QDR force levels underestimated how
much our military force was intended
to be used, that our military force is
beign called upon now more than what
military strategies estimated, and that
are forces are being stretched to cover
a wide range of operations.

Keep in mind, Mr. President, that
force levels may have to be revisited
once again in light of the new anti-ter-
ror mission our military faces, and
may well require an increase. So would
we then go and buy back property that
we have given up in future base closure
rounds to build new bases—I think not.

Madam President, the Department of
Defense contends there is 20 to 25 per-
cent excess infrastructure today. Be-
fore we legislate defense-wide policy
that will reduce the size and number of
training areas critical to our force
readiness, the Department of Defense
ought to be able to tell us, through a
comprehensive plan, the level of oper-
ational and maintenance infrastruc-
ture required to support our shifting
national security requirements. Con-
gress, instead, is being pressed to au-
thorized base closures essentially in
the dark, without the upcoming Quad-
rennial Defense Review or Future
Years Defense Plan. We will have a pre-
liminary QDR in the near future, but it
will have to be revised in light of the
new threat facing this nation. How can
we make fundamental decisions about
our infrastructure needs before we even
have any guidance from the QDR?

In the full committee hearings and
the subcommittee hearings that the
Armed Services Committee held during
the 106th Congress—while I sat on the
committee, and chaired the Seapower
Subcommittee—the Chief of Naval Op-
erations and fleet commanders testi-
fied that the QDR-established force
levels were not sufficient to support

their operational requirements. A re-
port by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff concluded that the sub-
marine force levels needed to be raised
from the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Re-
view and I anticipate that the next
QDR will support an increase in the
Navy force as well.

We simply must not take the risk of
losing critical infrastructure at this
time. Not only have arbitrary compari-
sons of personnel and infrastructure
levels never been the basis for military
force structure changes . . . Not only
has a direct correlation between force
and facility level yet to be established
. . . but the Department of Defense has
said that the primary criteria for base
closure will be military value tied to
the forthcomong QDR. But this begs
the question as to the validity of the
QDR numbers—the 1997 QDR has been
heavily criticized for getting the num-
bers wrong, particularly with regard to
Naval fleet size. It could be premature
and costly to predicate base closure
decsions even on the 2001 QDR, until we
knwo for certain what our needs will be
as we confront the new terrorist
threat. Critical assets such as water-
front property, airspace, and bombing
ranges would be far more difficult and
expensive to replace then troops, ships,
and tanks.

Proponents argue that the adminis-
tration’s approach will be based upon
military value and removes parochial
and political factors from the process,
but in reality, the administration’s Ef-
ficient Facilities Initiative is more
similar to past BRAC rounds than one
might think. Much has been made of
the de-politicization of the process by
including ‘‘military value’’ and the
other criteria in the legislation. How-
ever, review of the last process reveals
that these criteria are nearly identical
to those used in the 1995 round. This is
very disturbing, because in my view,
the past BRAC rounds were not fair or
equitable, and were not based solely on
military value. I have been through
BRAC before. And I have to say, I know
how the criteria can be twisted to the
advantage or disadvantage of a given
facility. In fact we had not one but two
Air Force generals defending the
former Loring Air Force Base before a
past BRAC commission; yet the Air
Force claimed its facilities were ‘‘well
below average’’—and this despite the
fact that $300 million had been spent
there over a ten year period to replace
our upgrade nearly everything on the
base and it ended up being closed on so-
called ‘‘quality of life’’ issues even
though that was never supposed to be
part of the criteria.

I strongly believe Congress must also
consider the economic impact of base
closures on communities in light of the
uncertainty regarding the nation’s
economy in the wake of the September
11 terrorist attacks. Prior to that date,
it was clear that the economy was
slowing, perhaps even entering a reces-
sion. Today, there is a great deal of un-
certainty about the state of the econ-
omy in the quarters to come.

In August 2001, GAO issued an over-
view of the status of economic recov-
ery, land transfers, and environmental
cleanup in communities that have lost
bases during previous BRAC rounds.
GAO found that the short term impact
of a base closure was traumatic for the
surrounding community and that eco-
nomic recovery was dependent on sev-
eral factors including the strength of
the national economy, federal assist-
ance programs totaling more than $1.2
billion, and an area’s natural resources
and economic diversity.

Keep in mind, Mr. President, this as-
sessment was done during a time of un-
precedented economic growth and as
GAO stated, the health of the national
economy was critical to the ability of
communities to adjust: ‘‘Local officials
have cited the strong national or re-
gional economy as one explanation of
why their communities have avoided
economic harm and found new areas for
growth.’’ GAO also noted: ‘‘Local offi-
cials from BRAC communities have
stressed the importance of having a
strong national economy and local in-
dustries that could soften the impact
of job losses from a base closure.’’

With the slow-down of the economy,
and the uncertainty brought about by
the recent tragedy, it is doubtful that
communities will be able to rebound
even to the extent they have in pre-
vious years. Indeed, it is vital to note
that not every community affected by
base closures has fared so well in the
past—those in rural areas still experi-
enced above average unemployment
and below average per capita incomes.

In this vein, I would like to discuss
for a moment the issue of the up-front
costs involved in the base closure proc-
ess. This appears to be noticeably ab-
sent from the debate. The facts reveal
that there are, in fact, billions of dol-
lars in costs incurred to close a base.

These costs include over $1.2 billion
in federal financial assistance provided
to each affected community—a cost
paid by the federal government, not
through base closure budget accounts,
and therefore not counted in the esti-
mates. And more significantly, there is
at least a $7 billion environmental
cleanup bill so far as a result of the
first four BRAC rounds—a conservative
figure that will continue to grow, ac-
cording to a December 1998 GAO report.

Indeed, the Department of Defense
has admitted that savings would not be
immediate; that approximately $10 bil-
lion would be needed for up-front envi-
ronmental and other costs. The Depart-
ment of Defense also projects that sav-
ings from 2003 closures would not mate-
rialize until 2007.

Advocates of base closure allege that
billions of dollars will be saved, despite
the fact that there is no consensus on
the numbers among different sources.
These estimates vary because, as the
Congressional Budget Office explains,
BRAC savings are really ‘‘avoided
costs.’’ Because these avoided costs are
not actual expenditures and cannot be
recorded and tracked by the Defense
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Department accounting systems, they
cannot be validated, which has led to
inaccurate and overinflated estimates.

The General Accounting Office found
that land sales from the first base clo-
sure round in 1988 were estimated by
Pentagon officials to produce $2.4 bil-
lion in revenue; however, as of 1995, the
actual revenue generated was only $65.7
million. That’s about 25 percent of the
expected value. This type of overly op-
timistic accounting establishes a very
poor foundation for initiating a policy
that will have a permanent impact on
both the military and the civilian com-
munities surrounding these bases.

And the GAO has found that, in re-
ality, the majority of land designated
as excess in previous BRAC rounds is
still in DOD possession. Moreover, GAO
reports that environmental cleanup
costs have been underestimated. So far,
as I mentioned, $7 billion or 32 percent
of BRAC-associated costs have been at-
tributed to environmental cleanups.
This figure is estimated to increase
over $3.4 billion after FY01, $1 billion
more than the $2.4 billion originally
projected in 1999.

Lastly, when and if cost savings ma-
terialize, the Department of Defense
intends to allow the services to retain
savings and use the funding at their
discretion. This does not guarantee
that any freed up funding will go to-
ward comprehensive modernization or
quality of life improvements—one of
the arguments employed in favor of the
BRAC process.

I believe that the Department of De-
fense has other long term alternatives
to base closures that provide savings
for important military programs. The
1997 Defense Reform Initiative included
actions such as streamlining, paperless
contracting, and reduction in staff per-
sonnel. These reforms were estimated
to lead to approximately $3 billion in
savings. The new administration has
proposed similar initiatives and effi-
ciency improvements that could gen-
erate substantial savings.

Madam President, I want to protect
the military’s critical readiness and
operational assets. I want to protect
the home port berthing for our ships
and submarines, the airspace that our
aircraft fly in and the training areas
and ranges that our armed forces re-
quire to support and defend our Nation
and its interests. I want to protect the
economic viability of communities in
every state. And I want to make abso-
lutely sure that this Nation maintains
the military infrastructure it will need
in the years to come to support the war
on terrorism. We must not degrade the
readiness of our armed forces by clos-
ing more bases, certainly not at this
time. Certainly not without informa-
tion on our future defense needs that
we do not have.

Madam President, we say that we are
going to have a Quadrennial Defense
Review, and at least the preliminary
report is expected to be forthcoming
this month. Supposedly we predicate
our infrastructure and our national se-

curity requirements on that report,
and I know, having been a member of
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
we listened to our leaders in uniform
testify that our current military forces
have been stretched too thin and that
the estimates in that 1997 QDR, in fact,
underestimated how much the United
States would be using its military, how
much our men and women would be
called upon to be involved in contin-
gency operations abroad.

They have multiplied. So now we are
seeing firsthand, even before Sep-
tember 11, that the forces established
in the 1997 QDR underestimated how
much our military force was intended
to be used, that our military force is
being called upon now more than what
the military strategies estimated, and
that our forces are being stretched to
cover a wide range of operations.

We know our force levels obviously
may have to be revisited once again in
light of the new antiterrorism our mili-
tary faces. The threat that is rep-
resented to the United States and our
security interests may well require an
increase. How do we know exactly what
infrastructure we need and where we
need it? In hearing after hearing, I im-
plored the Pentagon and the previous
administration: Give us your plan, tell
us what you think our infrastructure
requirements will be, and based on
what threats, that we will need to have
so many installations and so many lo-
cations around the country. That is
something we have never received.

Now they say they base it on the 1997
QDR report. Well, we know that under-
estimated the utilization of our mili-
tary forces. So now why would we want
to put in place another base commis-
sion closing process, set it on an auto-
matic path, when we have yet to re-
ceive the new Quadrennial Defense Re-
view and how that will have to be re-
evaluated in light of the threat we now
face with terrorism? It really does not
make any sense.

I know the Department of Defense
has indicated there is a 20- to 25-per-
cent excess of infrastructure, but I do
not know how we have arrived at that
excess of this 20 to 25 percent because
we have never had a plan. I know this
is a new administration, and it is be-
ginning to evaluate it, and obviously
an enormous burden has been placed
upon it as a result of September 11.
Those of us who have been through the
four previous rounds, who have been
through the experience of this last dec-
ade with contingency operation upon
contingency operation that has
stretched our forces to the maximum—
that has had a tremendous impact on
their abilities, and they have per-
formed in such a professional and
skilled way, even in spite of all of the
pressures as a result of doing so much
more with less.

So I say we have to really draw back.
We cannot afford to put this process in
an automatic motion for some course
in the year 2003 because we have to go
back and reexamine exactly what we
need and why we need it.

What message does it send to those
who are deployed or those who are
about to deploy, that somehow we are
going to be downsizing at home? We
might need those bases. I know the
Senator from New York mentioned
Plattsburgh, that it was a state-of-the-
art facility. So too was Loring Air
Force Base. It was on the base closing
list and was closed in 1991, and we
spent a total of $300 million providing
every upgrade in that facility. It hap-
pened to be a base that was the closest
base to Europe, to the Middle East, to
Africa, to Russia, but we were told we
are in a new era where it is no longer
required.

How do we really know, when we see
the threat that occurred and the trag-
edy and the enormity of the impact of
that attack on September 11? No one
could have fully anticipated what has
affected the United States and the civ-
ilized world.

So I think it would be prudent on our
part to recede from this predicate that
somehow we have excess infrastructure
because we really do not know. It is an
uncertainty. It is as uncertain as the
asymmetric threats that are now prev-
alent in the world today.

So I hope the Senate will support
this amendment to strike these provi-
sions because we really do have to re-
examine many of the issues that are
now prevailing in our world of today.
We do not know the validity of what
numbers, from which report, will now
be applicable in today’s world with this
threat of terrorism. I know from my
own experience, not only with the four
previous rounds and the base closing
process, but also in terms of under-
estimating the number of times our
men and women would be deployed in
other parts of the world, and I know
firsthand from the testimony that was
provided to my subcommittee when I
chaired the Seapower Subcommittee,
that our forces were stretched too thin,
that we could no longer absorb the de-
mands being placed on us because we
were being asked to do so much in so
many places around the world.

So now, in view of September 11, it is
all the more prudent that we begin to
examine what we need in America
today to provide for our security, an
acknowledgment that we have now had
an attack on domestic soil that we
heretofore did not anticipate in the
manner in which this happened.

I think we really do have to look
very carefully at what our require-
ments will be in the future, because
once these bases are lost, once you lose
the waterfront property, once you lose
the land, once you lose the access, it is
very difficult to retrieve. It is very dif-
ficult to be able to create an installa-
tion in the manner in which it was es-
tablished before.

Also, we hear about the savings, and
there is no doubt we ought to do every-
thing we can to find savings within the
Defense Department, as is true with all
other budgets, but I have yet to see the
methodology that is the rationale for
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the savings the Defense Department
has indicated have been created as a re-
sult of the four previous base closing
rounds.

I know the Defense Department
claims there are $15.5 billion in net sav-
ings through fiscal year 2001 due to
prior base closing rounds, but even in
the July 2001 GAO report it indicated
there were flaws with that estimate.
And I quote: The savings estimates
have been infrequently updated, and,
unlike for estimated costs, no method
or system has been established to track
savings on a routine basis. Over time,
this contributes to imprecision as the
execution of closures or realignments
may vary from original plans.

That is true. It has been my experi-
ence, in examining what potential sav-
ings would be derived from these base
closings, that they have traditionally
underestimated the costs of closing
such a base. They overestimated the
savings and the benefits that would be
yielded as a result of land sales. In
fact, they were far below what they
had originally estimated.

The environmental cleanup costs
have been underestimated. So far, $7
billion, or 32 percent, of the BRAC-as-
sociated costs have been attributed to
environmental cleanups, and this fig-
ure is estimated to increase over $3.4
billion after fiscal year 2001. These fig-
ures are for base closures already in
progress. If another 20 to 25 percent of
installations are closed, environmental
costs can be expected to skyrocket. In-
creased costs in environmental cleanup
have led to delays in the cleanup proc-
ess and deferment of land transfer for
reuse. This further cripples local com-
munities already hurt by the base clo-
sures.

There are a number of other issues
regarding those savings, and I draw my
colleagues’ attention to the GAO re-
port ‘‘Military Base Closures, DOD’s
Updated Net Savings Estimate Re-
mains Substantial’’ dated July, 2001.

In conclusion, this is not the time to
ask this of our communities that would
be directly affected by potential clo-
sures, the men and women who work at
these installations. They have to use
their energy, attention, and focus to
begin to prepare for the arduous, com-
plex, and burdensome process that we
ask of those who are trying to defend
these installations. It costs millions of
dollars for communities across this
country, with the installations at
stake. In Maine, for example, a com-
munity in Brunswick has already es-
tablished a committee to begin to re-
evaluate. Now, in light of September
11, that is not what we should be ask-
ing of anyone.

We have to absolutely make sure this
Nation maintains the military infra-
structure it will require in the years to
come to support all of our challenges,
and certainly this new one, which is
the war on terrorism. I hope we will
not embark on this process that ulti-
mately could lead to a degradation in
terms of the readiness of our Armed

Forces, certainly not at this time, not
without information on our future de-
fense requirements that we certainly
do not have at our disposal at this
point.

I hope my colleagues will support the
Senator from Kentucky in his effort to
strike the language that creates this
additional process. I thank Senator
LOTT, our leader, for all of his efforts.
I know he has been supportive in mak-
ing sure this can happen.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I thank
the Senator from Maine for her re-
marks and for her leadership in this
area. She paid attention to these issues
when she was in the House and served
on the Armed Services Committee in
the Senate and is very knowledgeable
and makes such a good point. To go
forward with this, with no plan, no cer-
tainty about where we are going in the
future, would be a big mistake. I thank
her for her efforts.

Madam President, I rise in support of
an amendment that strikes section 29
of the National Authorization Act of
2002. Section 29 provides authority to
carry out a base closure round in 2003.

As this body considers yet another
round of base closure hearings, I think
it is very important that we pause and
reflect on where we have been, and ex-
amine where we are, and particularly
today, where we are going with our fu-
ture force structure considering we
find ourselves in a new war against ter-
rorism.

I’ve said it many times before; we
have been down this ‘‘old BRAC Road’’
before, actually four times. The pros
and cons of the BRAC process should be
well defined by now.

I have always opposed the BRAC
process because, first and foremost, it
is an abdiction of responsibility by
Congress. For years, Congress made
base closure decisions based on rec-
ommendations from our military lead-
ers. This supposedly independent BRAC
commission was supposed to take poli-
tics out of the base closure process, but
it has failed. There are always concerns
about the fairness of how it is done.
There are always implications or indi-
cations that some political consider-
ations came into play, and always will
be.

Regrettably there have already been
statements from Defense officials,
which hint at bases that should be re-
duced or moved. In a USA Today arti-
cle Ray DuBois, Deputy Undersecre-
tary of Defense for Installations and
Environment, said the Pentagon wants
to consolidate its bases by relocating
some operations from congested areas
to sparsely populated regions. He of-
fered hints about moving training
bases in the fast-growing Southeast to
the Northern Plains State, whittling
down some of the 150 military oper-
ations in the Norfolk, Virginia area,
and moving activities out of Andrews
Air Force Base.

Secretary of Defense Donald Rums-
feld recently said the Pentagon was
considering a variety of options, in-

cluding mothballing some bases, moth-
ball part of a base and keep the rest
open, or close only part of a base.
Mothballing means that even the sur-
rounding community will be prevented
from using the abandoned facilities,
devastating any hope of economic de-
velopment in these local communities.

We must realize that an attempt to
close bases, through any means, is in
some form political. The future of our
bases, our base communities and our
Nation’s security should therefore be
decided by the elected officials of this
nation, not by an appointed commis-
sion.

Secondly, we know for certain that
the BRAC process severely disrupts the
local economies of communities across
the nation. Statements like those com-
ing out of the DOD in the past few
months only exacerbate the anxieties
of local communities. These commu-
nities have hired consultants and will
spend millions of dollars trying to
prove the worth of their bases out of
fear that they will be closed.

For such communities, losing a base
is more than just an economic loss; it
is an emotional loss and a blow to the
core of their identity. These are not
just nameless, faceless people involved.
In most military communities, per-
sonnel from the base are their church
leaders, little league coaches and scout
leaders, not just men and women with
money to spend. Communities that
closed a base have lost must more than
economic well being, they have lost
friends. neighbors, and community
leaders. I think it is very important
that we remember what this process
does to these communities and to the
people who are involved.

The third thing we now know about
BRAC is that its savings cannot be doc-
umented. The economic and fiscal
ramifications of closing and realigning
bases Congress has already authorized
will stretch well into the 21st century.
The proposed savings from previous
BRAC rounds are nothing more than
imprecise Department of Defense esti-
mates that cannot be confirmed.

In fact, both the CBO and the GAO
have said the Department of Defense
cannot back up its savings estimates
with hard facts. Given BRAC’s purpose
in life is to save money, I find this es-
pecially disturbing. If DOD cannot tell
us how much has been saved by pre-
vious base closures, it begs the ques-
tion, how can they say we need more?

Now are know that it is almost im-
possible to assess the real damages,
savings, or benefits from these previous
base closings. We have seen this time
and time again. For instance, we have
made decisions that certain bases
would be closed and there would be cer-
tain savings. Yet, we have found that it
is very difficult to move toward closing
these bases and getting the savings for
no other reason than there are exten-
sive environmental problems in clean-
ing up those bases before they can be
turned over to the private sector or the
local communities. To this day, many
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of the recommendations from previous
BRAC’s have not been completed. We
are still operating bases, facilities, or
depots that supposedly were going to
be closed. Today, they are still not
closed.

Finally, the objective of BRAC is to
match base infrastructure with force
structure. Yet today, the Department
of Defense is working on their plan to
transform our Armed Forces. In light
of current events, I think we all agree
that a new threat has emerged and a
new type of war will be fought. I have
to ask, what will be the force structure
of the future? And, where will we need
bases for operating, training, and
maintaining this force? These are just
a few of the questions that must be an-
swered before we make a large-scale
commitment to change our defense in-
frastructure.

Secretary Rumsfield is still working
on his Strategic Reviews to define the
environment for the future and to
make recommendations on force struc-
ture changes. He has stated that the
fiscal year 2003 Defense budget submis-
sion will be his first opportunity to im-
plement these transformational ideas.

DOD is also currently executing the
Congressionally mandated Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR), and was sched-
uled to report to the Congress later
this month on the results. I have no
doubt this report will be delayed due to
the terrorist attack on the Pentagon.
This body has been patient, and con-
tinues to wait anxiously for these re-
views because we know their impor-
tance to the future of our military.
Why, then, would we make such an im-
portant decision as closing certain
bases before these long awaited reports
are even available?

Without these key assessments, how
do we define the base requirements for
our future force? We have yet to decide
not only what that force should be, but
where it should be based. Now is not
the time to get the proverbial ‘‘cart in
front of the horse.’’ Another round of
base closures should not occur until all
of the studies and reviews have been
completed and the President is given
the appropriate time to update the Na-
tional Security Strategy.

So without having had an oppor-
tunity or a means to assess the
changes in our infrastructure, and
without having the opportunity to get
previously identified bases closed and
savings realized, and without even
identifying the future force structure
of our military, we now have to con-
front the recommendation that we
should have yet another round of base
closures. As a result of all these fac-
tors, CBO observed that additional base
closures ‘‘should follow an interval
during which DOD and independent
analysis examine the actual impact of
the measure that have been taken.’’

I agree. Before we go forward, we
need to take a look at what we have al-
ready done, evaluate it, and make sure
we understand the cost savings and the
costs that have been expended—both in

financial terms and in terms of our
military capabilities. Only after this
review can we make an informed deci-
sion about whether or not to have an-
other round. To go forward and blindly
close more bases when we are not even
sure what the benefits, if any, would
be, just does not seem like good policy.

I have stated to the President, the
Secretary of Defense, and all the Serv-
ice Chief of Staffs that if they desire
another round I could only support a
round that focuses on those areas iden-
tified with large excess capacity. This
focused round would provide savings
but not reduce infrastructure below
what might be required by the future
force.

One area is overseas bases and facili-
ties. The 1990 BRAC legislation out-
lines the sense of Congress that closure
of military installations outside the
United States should be accomplished
at the discretion of the Secretary of
Defense at the earliest opportunity.

Yet today, we have over 700 activities
in Europe and Asia alone. Europe has
523 activities with 115,650 active duty
personnel. We invested $572 million in
military construction in Europe from
1997–2001. That equates to an average
annual investment of $114.5 million per
year. In Asia we have 188 activities
with 129,482 active duty personnel.
There are more troops in Asia than Eu-
rope but 60 percent less activities. The
United States invested $653.8 million in
military construction in Asia from
1997–2001. That equates to an average
annual investment of $121 million per
year.

In a recent meeting with Secretary of
the Army Tom White, he mentioned
the possibility of moving 10,000 troops
from the European theater to the Pa-
cific theater. During a separate meet-
ing, Deputy Secretary Paul Wolfowitz
mentioned transferring 10,000 troops
from Europe back to the United States.
Just last week on Friday, September
14, President Bush granted the author-
ity to mobilize 50,000 reserve personnel
for Homeland Defense. How will these
large-scale troop realignments affect
our infrastructure requirements of the
future?

Why are we continuing to close in-
stallations in the United States when
there are so many facilities overseas
that we continue to sink large amounts
of funds into year after year? In light
of the events of September 11, I believe
we need to consolidate overseas instal-
lations, therefore providing a more se-
cure environment as well as improving
the quality of life for our service-mem-
bers and their families.

These are some of the questions we
need answered before we authorize an
additional round of BRAC. If after the
Strategic Reviews and the QDR, the re-
quired force structure supports further
base closures, then I think DOD should
identify bases they no longer feel are
necessary and submit their finding to
Congress. I have full faith that this
body is capable of looking objectively
at our defense needs and determining

whether a base has outlived its useful-
ness.

Given what we already know about
BRAC, the ongoing reviews, and more
importantly, what has happened in re-
cent days, I cannot support and vigor-
ously oppose the Department of De-
fense’s request for another round of
base closure.

For that and many other reasons, I
offer these amendments, one to strike
and one to modify section 29 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2002. I hope my colleagues
will support me on this important
issue.

I support and am a principal cospon-
sor of the amendment to strike section
29 of the national authorization act of
2002. That section provides authority
to carry out the base closure round of
2003.

As this body considers yet another
round of base closure hearings and pro-
ceedings, I think it is important we
pause and reflect on where we have
been and examine where we are, and
particularly, today, where we plan to
be in the future with our force struc-
ture, considering the events we have
witnessed in the last 2 weeks.

I have said many times before we
have been down this old BRAC road—
actually, four times—and there are
pros and cons about whether we should
do it.

This time I have listened to the argu-
ments of the Pentagon, and the Sec-
retary of Defense and I have weighed it
very carefully. I still oppose the proc-
ess. I still think this is an abdication of
responsibility, to turn decisions of this
nature over to this Base Closure Com-
mission. I have always taken that posi-
tion. Some people, say, well, how did
you plan to do it? How did we do it be-
fore? We started this process in the
1980s. The Pentagon would make deci-
sions about excess capacity, bases we
did not need, missions that were not
necessary or could not be consolidated,
and they sent a recommendation to the
Congress. And the Congress would take
it under advisement, sometimes accept
the recommendation, sometimes reject
it. In many instances, bases were
closed in the late 1940s and 1950s and
1960s. I know of at least four bases in
my immediate region that were closed,
including one I believe in the 1970s,
Brookley Air Force Base in Mobile, AL,
bases around my State.

Congress faced up to it. If it could be
justified, if it can be, and we can be as-
sured it will leave us the capacity to do
what we need to do, I think Congress
will step up to it. Some will say this is
a way to get politics out of it. Really?
How many think politics did not come
into play the last time we had a base
closure round? It clearly did. That is
why many Democrats and Republicans
in the Senate have opposed another
BRAC process over the last 2 years.

Some would have said 3 weeks ago
that it is time we give it another
chance, and we do have duplication and
excess capacity. In my meetings with
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the Secretary of Defense and the serv-
ice secretaries and representatives of
the Office of Management and Budget,
I have indicated I would do one round,
not two, but also if it would be tar-
geted to those places where we know
we have redundancy or excess capacity;
or, to put it conversely, where we know
we are not going to close bases, then
say it will not apply in these areas.

By the way, one of the key questions
I want to ask in my remarks: What
about bases in other places of the
world? We have given the Pentagon the
authority to consolidate missions and
close bases in Europe and other parts
of the world, but they have done very
little of it. In fact, I think one of the
most interesting statistics I have come
across anywhere is this: We have over
700 activities in Europe and Asia alone.
Europe has 523 activities with 115,650
active-duty personnel. We have in-
vested $572 million in military con-
struction in Europe from 1997 to 2001.
That equates to an average annual in-
vestment of $114.5 million per year.
Shouldn’t we look at excess capacity
and consolidation in Europe before we
start closing bases and facilities we
may need at home?

Now I support and understand the
need for having some Air Force bases
in Europe, such as at Rhein-Main, and
we need naval bases so we can project
force. But when you look at the num-
ber of missions, where the missions
are, what we are doing in Europe, you
cannot help but realize they are snick-
ering at us. They view it as economic
development and jobs activity.

I would like to make sure in fact
something is going to be done in Eu-
rope before we start down this track of
another base closure round in the
United States. We have already had
some hints at how this might work.
The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
for Installations and Environment was
quoted as saying maybe we would want
to accommodate bases by relocating
some operations from congested areas
to sparsely populated regions, even
talking of moving bases from one re-
gion to another. I understand there is
some denial of that or apology for it.
Maybe it shows some of the thinking.

We have also had the suggestion from
the Pentagon that they were maybe
considering a variety of options, in-
cluding mothballing some bases, or
mothballing part of a base and keeping
the rest open or closing only part of
that base. What that means is, even
the surrounding community will be
prevented from using the abandoned
bases. That might be the worst of all
worlds. We will not say yes or no. We
will say, well, we might want to keep
part of it, not this part, maybe moth-
ball it, we will not turn it over to the
county, community, the State, for
them to do something else with it.

I don’t think this has been thought
out. I don’t think there is a plan of how
this would work.

We know for certain that the BRAC
process severely disrupts local econo-

mies of communities across this Na-
tion. If we have another BRAC, every
community, every State in America for
the next 2 years will have to hire some
high-priced, high-powered consultants
and lobbyists to tell them what to do.
You are not talking about cheap
money, you are talking about $200,000 a
year, a quarter of a million a year. Ev-
erybody will get on their war footing
to try to satisfy the anxieties. And, by
the way, in many instances where they
are not even going to be considered—or
where they might be considered, but
clearly in the end it will not happen.
But let me tell you, that is what will
happen.

Here is one thing that worries me. I
had this feeling basically before 2
weeks ago, but think about it now.
Think about it today. Our National
Guard units are being activated. Tank-
ers from Meridian, MS, are flying over-
head to keep our jets flying. Our Air
Guard unit that has the C–141 cargo
aircraft, they are going to be involved.
You can be sure of that. We have al-
ready had reservists called up, medical
units, intelligence units and military
police forces.

At a time when we are activating Re-
serve units and calling up Guard units
and we are telling the American peo-
ple: We have been attacked, get ready,
be ready and break out the flags. Let’s
support our men and women in uni-
form—oh, gee, and by the way, your
base may be on the base closure list.

Great timing? This is a great way to
rally the troops. While we are expand-
ing and planning for the future and not
really sure what all we are going to
need, making demands on commu-
nities, individuals, every community in
every State in America is about to be
affected by this, and then we are going
to come with this particular proposal?
I don’t think so, colleagues.

Some people say: Don’t worry, it will
be taken care of in conference. I have
counted on that before and it did not
quite work out that way.

So I hope my colleagues in the Sen-
ate will think about the timing of this.
What are we to expect in the future?

The third thing we now know about
BRAC is the savings cannot really be
documented. Again, we will get argu-
ments there can be savings. Yes, maybe
there should be savings in the future,
but as a matter of fact the proposed
savings from previous BRAC rounds are
nothing more than imprecise Depart-
ment of Defense estimates that cannot
be confirmed. In fact, both the CBO and
GAO have said the Department of De-
fense cannot back up its savings esti-
mates with hard facts.

One thing, the cleanup we have to go
through, you can argue about whether
it is necessary or not, and sometimes I
think we go to the extreme on that.
But the cleanup has been a big problem
in terms of cost and also in getting it
into some other usage.

In some areas, some communities,
some States, they have been able to
turn these bases into economic devel-

opment opportunities, and they worked
out in those local communities. But I
think the savings are of a very dubious
nature.

Finally, the objective of BRAC, as I
understand it, is to match base infra-
structure with force structure. Yet
today the Department of Defense is
working on their plan to transform our
Armed Forces. In light of current
events, we all agree a new threat has
emerged and a new type of war will
have to be fought. So I have to ask
what will be the force structure of the
future? What it likely may have been 3
weeks ago may not be what it is now.
Where will we need bases for operating,
training, and maintaining this force?

Just this past weekend I heard an Air
Force general talking about how our
jets and our mission had always been
set up and planned from inside out,
looking out to stop attack. Now we
have to change that thinking. We have
to think about how do we have protec-
tion inward. It is going to be fun-
damentally different. We have to now
think about, if we have to scramble
planes, where would they have to come
from to get to New York? Where would
they have to come from to get to Chi-
cago? Where would they have to come
from to get to Boston? I understand we
did have some planes scrambled out of
Massachusetts. But we have to look
anew at how we have this force struc-
ture and where these aircraft will come
from, what type of forces we will need,
what type of training will we need for
our men and women.

Secretary Rumsfeld is still working
on his strategic review to define the
environment for the future and to
make recommendations of force struc-
ture changes. He stated that the fiscal
year 2003 defense budget submission
will be his first opportunity to imple-
ment these transformational ideas. If
that is the case, shouldn’t we at least
wait until we know that before we
move toward another base closure
round?

I have never supported a BRAC, but I
have also never said I would not some-
day if I could be convinced there was a
plan, that there was a force structure,
that we knew what we were going to
need and we could be shown there is
duplication and redundancy and over-
lapping, things we did not need because
of changes in plans for the future, and
it would be aimed at those areas, not
just a broad brush at every base.

DOD is also currently executing the
congressionally mandated Quadrennial
Defense Review and was scheduled to
report to Congress later this month on
the results. I have no doubt this report
will be delayed due to the terrorist at-
tack.

So I think I have made my point
here. This could be done, but I think it
would have to be done with more plan-
ning, with more indication of what our
needs are going to be, what we want in
the future, and with some targeting.
But that is not what we have here.

I say again, I think we need to take
a look when we do it, not just at what
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we have here in America but what we
have around the world. We are going to
have this new homeland defense posi-
tion. Would we like to see how that is
going to be formed and what their rec-
ommendations would be, before we
start down this trail?

I think that would be the responsible
thing to do. This is an administration
that I am very proud of. I have had a
long relationship with Secretary
Rumsfeld. I have listened to Secretary
Cohen, my personal friend— I sat next
to him on the Armed Services Com-
mittee—the Secretary of Defense with
President Clinton; I have listened to
the Pentagon officials this time
around. I think they are the experts,
but I think we have a responsibility to
ask the tough questions.

This time, the toughest question is,
Are we ready? Do we know what we are
doing, or is this just the knowledge
that maybe we have some activities
that we can do without? But is that the
case today as it was 2 weeks ago? I
don’t think we know.

So I hope we will move on this
amendment to strike. I appreciate the
effort that has been made by the chair-
man and the ranking member to come
with this bill. Concessions were made.
Senator DASCHLE and I kept encour-
aging them to keep working and they
did. They did a great job.

I hate to stand up and speak on be-
half of an amendment to strike any-
thing out of this bill. I hoped basically
we could just come together and get it
done. I still think we can. There is no
reason why we should not be able to
get a list of amendments agreed to and
complete this legislation tomorrow or
Wednesday morning. I think that
would be another important sign of
how we are working together. We are
doing the right thing for the defense of
our country and our efforts to help the
economy and help deal with the threats
this country faces.

The American people are saying they
like seeing us do that. I think we
should do it on this bill. But for now, I
think we should do it without this sec-
tion. I thank my colleagues for their
patience and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the list I shortly will send to the desk
be the only first-degree amendments
remaining in order to S. 1438, the De-
fense authorization bill, and that these
amendments be subject to relevant sec-
ond-degree amendments; upon disposi-
tion of all amendments, the bill be read
a third time, and the Senate vote on
passage of the bill with no intervening
action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object, I was over here trying to do my
reading homework. I am not sure I
heard. Is the Senator asking that we
limit amendments to the bill at this
point?

Mr. REID. Yes. The unanimous con-
sent agreement I proposed just now, for

the third or fourth time, is that we
would have a finite list of amendments,
not limiting the amendments but that
the two managers would be able to sort
through the amendments, find out
which ones they agree with, those they
want in the managers’ amendment.
Anyway, they would have a list of
amendments.

If we do not do that, I say to my
friend from Texas, we will never finish
the bill. This doesn’t limit debate on
any amendment. It doesn’t limit the
number of amendments that people
would want to offer. But it would bring
some finality to the list of amend-
ments.

Mr. GRAMM. Further reserving the
right to object, I am hoping something
can be worked out on a nondefense
issue which has found its way into the
bill. I am doing everything I can to ex-
pedite that, to get that issue out of the
way. I think we can save time by work-
ing that out, if we can.

On that basis I have to object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. REID. I say to my friend, I know

there are other items that need to be
worked on tonight. I say to my friend
from Texas, we are arriving at a point
in this legislation where I simply do
not think it works to have us on this
bill. There are many other important
issues we need to finish before Wednes-
day at 2 o’clock.

One of the things we wanted to finish
was this bill. The majority leader badly
wanted to finish this bill.

The President wants the bill. It is
important for this institution and it is
important for the country, but unless
the managers get a list of amendments,
we are not going to finish this bill.

I suggest perhaps to the leader that
tomorrow maybe we should go to some
of the other legislation that has to be
done before we get out of here on
Wednesday. I know the Senator from
Texas feels strongly about a matter
that is in the bill. But I would suggest
to him that he should offer an amend-
ment, debate it, and let the cards fall
where they may.

But, as I said, the unanimous consent
request that has been propounded does
not limit debate or amendments in any
way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
rise to speak in opposition to the mo-
tion to strike BRAC from the Defense
authorization bill and to speak on be-
half of amendments that would put the
money that we would save to better
use in terms of our national security.

We just elected a new President of
the United States. He selected an out-
standing management team: Colin
Powell, Secretary of State; Donald
Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense; people
who are well seasoned in terms of our
national security interests. It seems to
me if that team we are entrusting the
security of the United States of Amer-
ica to believes the BRAC process would

be well taken in the best interests of
the United States of America and
would serve our national security
needs that we ought to follow their
leadership in that regard.

If we have confidence in them mov-
ing forward with all the other aspects
of securing our national defense, we
ought to also give them some recogni-
tion and approval in terms of what
they want to do in terms of our infra-
structure and our bases in the United
States and throughout the world.

I hope the Members of the Senate
will consider their recommendations.

As recently as September 21 after the
national tragedy on the 11th, Secretary
Rumsfeld came back and said to the
Armed Services Committee: We want
it. We need it. Please give it to us.

I urge my colleagues to pay attention
to the folks to whom we have entrusted
our security.

Almost two weeks ago, the American
people watched in horror as the ter-
rorist attack on the World Trade Cen-
ter and the Pentagon unfolded before
our very eyes.

As the nation slowly recovers, the
image that no one will forget is that of
Fire, Police and emergency service per-
sonnel running towards the flames and
destruction while terrified individuals
ran the other way.

These brave men and women knew
they were racing into obvious danger,
risking their own lives in order to save
others, but each one knew—and accept-
ed the fact—that it was their job to do
so.

Just three days after the attack on
the Pentagon, I got an opportunity to
see the devastation at that familiar
landmark first-hand.

I was struck by the looks of quiet de-
termination on the faces of the rescue
personnel, each knowing the serious
business they faced, and contemplating
the serious business they have yet to
do.

Last Thursday, I was in New York
City with 40 of my colleagues to tour
the World Trade Center site. Standing
at ‘‘ground zero,’’ seeing that devasta-
tion first hand, has sealed my resolve
to do whatever I can to make sure that
such terrorism is never again used
upon the United States of America.

It is important for the future of our
nation—our children and grand-
children—that we support the Presi-
dent. The President was absolutely
right in his speech to the nation last
Thursday evening when he said ‘‘Amer-
icans should not expect one battle, but
a lengthy campaign unlike any other
we have ever seen.’’

As I said on the floor of the Senate
the day after this heinous attack, ‘‘our
actions must be ongoing and relentless,
and be dedicated to excising the cancer
of terrorism wherever it raises its ugly
head.’’

And if we expect to win this war, we
will need the resources necessary to do
so, and the one resource we need above
all others is human capital.

The American people have de-
manded—and rightly so—that we make
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our airports and commercial aircraft
safer.

They want this government to turn
the full force of the FBI towards con-
ducting investigations and pursuing
terrorism suspects.

They have urged us to beef-up our
border patrols and strengthen our im-
migrations and customers enforce-
ment.

And most of all, they want this na-
tion to use the full force of its intel-
ligence, law enforcement and military
apparatus to root out and squash every
terrorist organization in the world.

To ask their government to do these
things is the right of every American,
but these will not be easy tasks to ac-
complish, Mr. President.

They will not be easy because at this
moment, the federal government faces
a human capital crisis; we are losing
the very people we need to run our gov-
ernment—and their valuable experi-
ence—with each passing month.

And as they retire, we are not doing
enough to replace them with the ‘‘best
and the brightest:’’ the individuals who
will carry-on the important work of
our nation.

The human capital crisis saps our
strength as a nation, and at this crit-
ical time in our history, we cannot af-
ford to be vulnerable.

Since I was elected to the Senate, I
have devoted a great deal of my time
towards examining this crisis in the
Federal workforce and how we can ad-
dress it.

I can tell you that we need a unified
strategy to rebuild the federal civil
service in light of the challenges it
confronts—especially in the aftermath
of the attack on our nation on Sep-
tember 11.

The human capital crisis extends not
just to our security and law enforce-
ment agencies, but it includes virtually
every department, agency, and office in
the Federal Government.

While the entire Federal Government
is in need of a massive infusion of high
quality human capital, I am most con-
cerned about the workforce of the na-
tional security establishment, because
national security is the most impor-
tant responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

On March 29, the Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management
held a hearing entitled, ‘‘The National
Security Implications of the Human
Capital Crisis.’’

At the March 29 hearing that I
chaired, former Defense Secretary
James Schlesinger and Admiral Harry
Train, United States Navy, retired, tes-
tified on behalf of the U.S. Commission
on National Security in the 21st Cen-
tury.

The Commission, which was char-
tered by former Defense Secretary Wil-
liam Cohen in 1998 and chaired by
former Senators Warren Rudman and
Gary Hart, undertook a comprehensive
evaluation of our national security
strategy and structure.

The final report of the Commission,
‘‘Road Map for National Security: Im-

perative for Change,’’ was released this
past February. It includes 50 rec-
ommendations on such areas as recapi-
talizing America’s strengths in science
and education, institutional redesign of
critical national security agencies, the
human requirements for national secu-
rity, and securing the national home-
land.

On this latter point, I am pleased
that the President has taken quick ac-
tion to establish an Office of Homeland
Security. The head of that office, Gov-
ernor Tom Ridge is a friend of mine,
and I know that he is more than able to
face this challenge.

Regarding human capital, the Com-
mission’s final report concludes:

As it enters the 21st century, the United
States finds itself on the brink of an unprec-
edented crisis of competence in government.
The maintenance of American power in the
world depends on the quality of U.S. govern-
ment personnel, civil and military, at all
levels. We must take immediate action in
the personnel area to ensure that the United
States can meet future challenges.

The report went on the state that:
. . . it is the Commission’s view that fixing
the personnel problem is a precondition for
fixing virtually everything else that needs
repair in the institutional edifice of U.S. na-
tional security policy.

The General Accounting Office’s
Comptroller General, David Walker,
also pointed to the human capital cri-
sis as a growing problem in our na-
tional security establishment, stating
at a hearing I held in February that:

At the Department of Defense, where a De-
fense Science Board task force found that
‘‘there is no overarching framework’’ for
planning DOD’s future workforce, civilian
downsizing has led to skills and experience
imbalances that are jeopardizing acquisition
and logistics capacities. In addition, the
State Department is having difficulty re-
cruiting and retaining Foreign Service
Officers . . .

In fact, we have less people today ap-
plying to the Foreign Service. And of
those people who we find meeting those
very high standards, less of them are
going in the Foreign Service than ever
before.

I believe Secretary Schlesinger and
Comptroller General Walker hit it
right on the head when it comes to
human capital.

Consider that we are currently mak-
ing preparations to take on Osama bin
Laden and his Taliban protectors and
we don’t have enough people who speak
their language.

Consider that the investigation that
is underway by the FBI is hampered by
a lack of language specialists.

Indeed, the Washington Post reported
on September 17 that:
. . . although investigators are receiving
large quantities of data from documents and
wiretaps, two well-placed former law en-
forcement officials said the FBI suffers a
lack of Arabic linguists and analysts.

In fact, the situation is such that,
the United States is now advertising
for anyone who speaks Farsi or Arabic
to come forward and help out as trans-
lators in the aftermath of the Sep-
tember 11 tragedies.

I do not know how many people in
the national security establishment ac-
tually speak Farsi, but it is apparent
that we do not have enough.

And while I believe we need a full
scale assault on human capital crisis in
the Federal Government, again, the
first and foremost obligation of the Na-
tion is to ensure the defense of its citi-
zens.

For the last 21⁄2 years, I have been
working on a targeted piece of the
human capital needs of the civilian de-
fense workforce.

I remind my colleagues that during
the 1990s, over 280,000 Defense Depart-
ment civilian positions were elimi-
nated with little or no regard for work-
force planning. On top of that, new hir-
ing was severely restricted.

Taken together, these two factors
have inhibited the development of mid-
level career, civilian professionals—the
men and women who serve a vital role
in the management and development of
our Nation’s military.

To help remedy this, Senator DEWINE
and I amended last year’s defense au-
thorization bill and provided the De-
partment with a special authority to
reshape its workforce after a decade of
significant downsizing.

The authority provided to the De-
partment last year allowed it to offer
1,000 voluntary separation incentive
payments in fiscal year 2001, and 8,000
total incentive payments and vol-
untary early retirements—4,000 in fis-
cal year 2002 and 4,000 in fiscal year
2003—for the purpose of reshaping that
workforce. Last year’s defense author-
ization bill required these authorities
to be reauthorized this year.

Human capital is the Federal Govern-
ment’s most valuable resource, and
this program is only a downpayment
on the changes and authorities the U.S.
will need to enact and implement to re-
vitalize the civilian side of our defense
establishment.

The amendment Senator DEWINE and
I are offering to section 1113 of this bill
is simple: it reauthorizes these impor-
tant workforce reshaping proposals for
both fiscal years 2002 and 2003.

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in
Dayton, OH, is an excellent example of
the challenge facing military installa-
tions across the country. Wright-Pat-
terson is the headquarters of the Air
Force Materiel Command, employing
10,900 civilian Federal workers.

By 2005, 40 percent of the workforce
will be age 55 or older. Another 19 per-
cent will be between 50 and 54 years of
age. Thirty-three percent will be in
their forties. Only 6 percent will be age
35 to 39, and less than 2 percent will be
under the age of 34.

According to these numbers, by
2005—only 4 years from now—60 percent
of Wright-Patterson’s civilian employ-
ees will be eligible for either early or
regular retirement.

There is a legitimate concern that
when significant portions of the civil-
ian workforce at Wright-Patterson and
other military bases retire, including
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hundreds of key leaders and employees
with crucial expertise, the remaining
workforce could be left without experi-
enced leadership and most important
institutional knowledge.

Military base leaders—indeed, the en-
tire Defense establishment—need to be
given the flexibility to hire new em-
ployees so they can begin to develop
another generation of civilian leaders
and employees who will be able to pro-
vide critical support to our men and
women in uniform.

I thank Chairman LEVIN and Senator
WARNER for their support on this
amendment.

Incredibly, with a human capital cri-
sis facing our Nation and the report on
the vulnerability of U.S. security in
the year 2000, it seems that the House
of Representatives may not reauthorize
the workforce reshaping program that
Congress passed last year. We should be
very, very concerned about this.

If the provisions of our amendment
are not included in the House bill, I
would urge the House conferees to join
in support of this amendment as the
final version of the Defense Authoriza-
tion Act is being developed.

Let me state again that this amend-
ment does not address all of the human
capital needs of the Defense Depart-
ment. It is just a small down payment.

Additional action needs to be taken
to help ensure that the Department of
Defense recruits and retains a quality
workforce so that our Armed Forces
may remain the best in the world and
be able to keep the world secure in the
21st century.

I will continue to work towards that
goal, and will be introducing a more
comprehensive bill that not only re-
sponds to the human capital crisis in
the U.S. security establishment, but in
the entire Federal Government as well.

In the wake of these attacks, our
men and women in Government all
across the Nation have a renewed sense
of purpose—to keep America safe and
preserve our freedoms. I have never
seen more determination and patriot-
ism in my entire life.

Right now, law enforcement and
military personnel are standing vigi-
lant to watch over America.

The Border Patrol, the Customs
Service, and the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service are closely moni-
toring who is coming into the United
States and who is leaving.

Active and reserve elements of the
Air Force, Navy, and the Marine Corps
have been and will continue to patrol
the skies above Washington and other
cities.

The Navy and Coast Guard are guard-
ing our ports and patrolling our waters.
Tens of thousands of reservists have
been called up to assist in these activi-
ties.

At this moment, troops are being de-
ployed in Southwest and Central Asia.

In the days and weeks and months
ahead, our brave soldiers, sailors, air-
men and Marines will be called upon to
risk their lives and, in some cases, give

their lives in an effort to rid the world
of the evil scourge of terrorism.

Still, Mr. President, as much as we
are asking our military personnel and
our Government employees to do what
we are asking them to do right now,
more is going to be asked of them.
More will be asked of them.

We have a responsibility to the fu-
ture generations of this Nation to give
the Federal Government the tools it
needs to help retain and attract the
best and the brightest. I believe our
amendment is a good first start to-
wards getting that job done.

I think all of us know, if we want to
win the World Series or we want to win
the Super Bowl, we need the best and
the brightest. That is what we need.
And the best and the brightest have
not been coming to the Federal Gov-
ernment. In fact, I have talked to the
dean of Harvard’s John F. Kennedy
School, Dean Nye. He is very concerned
about the fact that 10 years ago, 70 per-
cent of their brightest people would be
going into Government; today it is
around 40 percent. So we have a long
way to go.

I hope with this amendment we will
be able to attract some of those people
to our civilian defense establishment.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my colleagues, Senator
BUNNING in strong support of Amend-
ment 1622. This important provision
would prevent military base closures
through 2003.

In the light of the recent, tragic
events, implementing another round of
base closures could be a dangerous de-
cision. We are entering a new phase of
heightened national security in our
great Nation. And President Bush has
correctly warned of the continued
threat to the security of the United
States and its allies from terrorist
groups and rogue states. I believe that
base closures would not be in our coun-
try’s best interest any time in the near
future.

While the defense budget can be in-
creased in a matter of days for in-
creased intelligence efforts or readi-
ness assistance, the same is not true of
the force structure or the base struc-
ture. Once property is converted to ci-
vilian use, as it would be under another
round of Base Closures, it is, for all
practical purposes, permanently lost as
a military asset.

I would like to draw attention to
Malmstrom Air Force Base in my home
State of Montana. After two weeks of
rigorous evaluations, the 341st Space
Wing’s operations, security, mainte-
nance, communications personnel, and
equipment were recently given an ‘‘ex-
cellent’’ overall rating for Combat Ca-
pability Assessment. A very high
mark! I’d like to congratulate them on
a job well done.

It would take months or even years
to reach this state of effectiveness if
we had to start from scratch to re-en-
gage the base. To lose this asset in mo-
ments of heightened national security
could permanently scar our force capa-
bility to respond.

While protection of our national se-
curity and military readiness is enough
of a reason to halt base closures, there
are additional concerns to address, as
well: first, while reducing spending is
the main motivation behind base clo-
sures, studies have shown that the ad-
ditional funds are never realized. The
majority of savings comes from reduc-
tion of personnel, which is not directly
tied to base closures. And reduction of
personnel shouldn’t be an option given
the current circumstances. Second,
there is no procedure for selecting
which bases are closed. And that is
very troubling. ‘‘Military value’’ is
only the definition currently used and
is open to interpretation. A concrete
set of criteria must be developed before
any further base closures are con-
ducted.

Since September 11, we have seen
that our economic security is clearly
tied to our national security. In order
to bring strength to our economy, we
must maintain strength in our mili-
tary.

We do not have months or years to
wait while our bases are refurnished
with military personnel, equipment
and missions. If additional bases were
closed, we would waste valuable re-
sources as we scrambled to reinstate a
base during a time of high security.
Now is not the time to limit our mili-
tary’s ability to respond.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
further base closures and support
amendment 1622.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in
support of this amendment to the De-
fense Authorization Bill.

I must tell you that I have thought
long and hard on the subject of base
closings. The arguments for and
against initiating another process
which might lead to additional base
closings have weighed heavily on my
mind. I have the deepest respect for De-
fense Secretary Rumsfeld and I know
how hard he is working to find effi-
ciencies and economies within the De-
partment of Defense. I know he be-
lieves that a new base closing initia-
tive is an important tool in his efforts
to fix our defense infrastructure prob-
lems. However, I strongly believe that
the events of September 11th changed
this Nation’s priorities. Now is not the
time to engage in any type of activity
that distracts from our national de-
fense priorities.

This is a pivotal time in our history.
All our efforts and resources must be
focused on fighting terrorism at home
and abroad. At this time, I do not
think that the time and money spent
preparing for base closings will con-
tribute to this effort. Military bases
and the military establishment need to
be focused on the war effort. Our mili-
tary leaders and base commanders
throughout the country do not need to
be worrying about justifying their in-
stallations’ existence. The commu-
nities around the bases do not need to
be worrying about their future eco-
nomic well-being. At a time when we,
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as a Nation, face an uncertain future,
we need not take on a process that is
rife with uncertainty and turmoil and
which distracts from our national
goals.

Additionally, we do not yet know
what force structure will be required to
accomplish all the missions associated
with this new 21st century warfare. I
believe it will take some time to deter-
mine what our military should look
like. Why would we start a base closure
process when we have no idea what
shape or size our forces will take?
Equally important, we do not know
which bases will be key to our efforts
in building an effective homeland secu-
rity network.

There is great debate about how
much base closings cost and how much
base closings save. In a time of eco-
nomic uncertainty, I do not believe it
is wise to spend millions of dollars on
a base closure process. I am not willing
to sacrifice the readiness of our armed
forces for theoretical savings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from
Nebraska yield for an inquiry?

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I am
happy to yield.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am won-
dering if my friend from Oklahoma
would agree with me on the following
procedure, that after Senator NELSON
speaks—I understand that is going to
be on the BRAC amendment, I want to
speak on the BRAC amendment—that
unless others notify our Cloakrooms
that they wish to speak on the BRAC
amendment, at that point we would be
done with the BRAC debate. We would
then move to the amendments offered
by the Senator from Oklahoma. I don’t
want to put that in the form of a UC,
but I will state that would be my in-
tention. I am wondering whether or not
the Senator will concur.

Mr. INHOFE. I do concur in that. In
fact, I will go along with a UC to that
effect, whatever the Senator wishes.

Mr. LEVIN. We are not sure yet if
anyone else wants to speak on BRAC. I
would ask if any of our colleagues want
to speak on the Bunning amendment,
that they let our Cloakrooms know so
we would then be able to accommodate
those Senators before we move to the
Senator’s two amendments. I thank my
friend from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise in support of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kentucky to
strike the BRAC language from the fis-
cal year 2002 Defense authorization
bill.

Senator DORGAN referred to Sec-
retary Rumsfeld’s label for BRAC, the
Efficient Facilities Initiative, as
‘‘Iffy.’’ I have to agree with him. I
think it is iffy in terms of cost, iffy in
terms of our present force structure,
and would be iffy to the morale of our
troop force.

On Tuesday, September 11, the stra-
tegic environment in which the United

States operates was completely
changed; certainly, as it relates to the
military as well. Many issues that
crowded our plate disappeared, and we
have all begun to focus on the current
crisis. I believe that change in environ-
ment involves base closures.

I said at the time we were debating
this issue during the Defense author-
ization bill that we should wait on the
QDR before we voted to give the ad-
ministration the ability to close bases.
That point of view was not shared by
every member of the Armed Services
Committee, and accordingly the BRAC
language was included in the author-
ization bill.

We are now told that the Department
of Defense will submit an on-time QDR
to the Congress and that DOD has indi-
cated they will send an amended QDR
to us just as soon as they can at a later
date to address the current crisis.

Authorizing another round of BRAC
without first reviewing the QDR and
without first admitting that our stra-
tegic environment has shifted dramati-
cally is a classical case of putting the
cart before the horse. I didn’t think
that BRAC was right before September
11, and I don’t think our military
knows if it is right now.

We know, for example, as a result of
the September 11 events, our fighter
jets are flying cover over major U.S.
cities. Those jets need bases from
which to fly in and out. It strikes me
as a rather odd time to be closing
bases.

Now that we are in the process of cre-
ating a homeland defense office, what
role will our bases play in the protec-
tion of our major cities? Will we need
increased ground defenses which are lo-
cated at bases which could otherwise
be closed? What role will bases play in
our new security structure? Again, we
haven’t had the opportunity to think
this through and, therefore, we must,
in fact, set aside the BRAC authoriza-
tion at this time.

Some say that BRAC will provide us
significant cost savings. Certainly, I
am for cost savings. Over the long term
it may be possible, but no one disagrees
that in the short run, BRAC costs
money. Right now we need every bit of
our resources, financial and otherwise,
to address our significant force protec-
tion concerns.

Finally, this sends a mixed message
to the men and women who are now
preparing to engage a new and terrible
enemy. How can we be united as a
country if we are adversely affecting
morale? Now is the time to focus on re-
ducing the threat of terrorism, not on
relocating and uprooting families from
bases. It would be inopportune to in-
clude this language in the Defense au-
thorization bill, certainly at this time.

Until I am presented with more per-
suasive evidence regarding this matter,
I simply cannot support an initiative
that could hamstring our homeland de-
fense. And in my opinion, it might.
Certainly I believe others share that
view based on comments on the floor.

Clearly, it would be prudent to strike
the language in the best interest of our
country and our military personnel at
this time. Let us consider BRAC under
less threatening circumstances, when
we will have more information at our
disposal and when we will know what
the QDR expects from our military.
Let us not act prematurely. Instead,
let’s exercise prudence and do the right
thing for the right reason.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I

rise to speak on behalf of the Bunning
amendment because I don’t think we
are ready to make the decisions about
which bases we are going to need. We
didn’t know before September 11 ex-
actly what our troop strength was
going to be in the future because we
didn’t have the reviews in place yet
from the new administration.

Today we know even less about the
troop strength, and we certainly need
to know how many we are going to
have in our component organizations—
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Ma-
rines—before we make the decision on
which bases we will need for the future.

Also we need to know how we are
going to do our training. What is the
best place to do the training? I have
visited bases overseas where we have
training facilities, but we have limited
airspace in some of those. We have lim-
ited missile range in some of those
places.

Is it better to do the training there
or is it better perhaps to do it at a U.S.
base where we have better facilities
and more control over the airspace and
the ground space? I don’t know the an-
swer to those questions. I know we
should have the answer before we make
a decision on whether we start closing
bases.

I have seen us do two things in pre-
vious base closings. I have seen us close
bases that we then needed in the fu-
ture. The Air Force has said that we
should have kept some of the training
bases in the United States opened, but
they were already closed. It was too
late to do anything about it.

Secondly, I have not seen us estimate
anywhere close to the true cost of clos-
ing a base. If I could get real numbers
that showed that closing a base really
saves money, I would consider having
another round of base closings. But
until we know what the environmental
cleanup is, what the hazards are in
each of these bases and what it is going
to cost for that cleanup to put it in
order for the base to either be sold or
given back to the community, depend-
ing on what the arrangement is, there
is no way I would support a base-clos-
ing commission.

I think we are spending more closing
these bases than we have keeping them
open. I am the ranking member of the
Military Construction Subcommittee.
We have $150 million in that bill that is
going to come to the floor in the next
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few weeks, $150 million for environ-
mental cleanup that was not antici-
pated in base closings.

That is not the way we ought to do
business. I don’t think we ought to say
that environmental cleanup is going to
be $15 million and then all of a sudden
have a bill for $150 million and say that
is an efficient use of our assets. We
have not done our homework yet.

I am not saying I am never going to
be for a base closing. I will be for a
base closing, if I see what our troop
strength is projected to be for the next
25 years or even 10 years, if I see that
training is going to be done either in
America or overseas, but we have stud-
ied where that training ought to be. In
fact, I would support a study that
would prepare us for a base-closing
round. But I will not support another
round of base closings until we have
done our homework, until we have a
study, until we know how this new war
that we have just determined we must
wage for the freedom of our country is
going to be waged and how long it is
going to take and where the bases
might be needed. We probably will have
more overseas bases. But are they
going to be in the same places that
they are now? Maybe not. Maybe we
will have to build new bases in other
sites.

So I don’t think we ought to be talk-
ing about closing things until we know
what we are going to need in the fu-
ture. I am not against base closings; I
am just against doing it too soon, be-
cause I think we are throwing good
money after bad if we don’t have our
ducks in a row and know exactly what
our needs will be from the military
construction standpoint.

On the Military Construction Sub-
committee, I did not like having to
spend money on environmental clean-
up, when I would have liked to have
spent that money building better hous-
ing for our people, building more facili-
ties to do the job that we know we
must do. Yet we are still cleaning up
bases that were closed 10 years ago. I
don’t think that is the way we ought to
operate. We ought to operate with good
business sense. We ought to decide
what our troop strength is going to be,
where we can best do the training,
what our needs are going to be with
this new war that we now know we
must fight—and we know it is going to
be tough. We are going to support the
President and give him the resources
he needs to make sure we win because
freedom is at stake.

The idea that we would have a pre-
mature round of base closings is a bad
idea whose time has not come. So I ap-
preciate the work of everyone here. I
know we have legitimate disagree-
ments on this issue. But I am going to
support the Bunning amendment. I
hope we can set it aside for this year.

I have an amendment, which I have
already offered, which I hope we can
consider. It does have a study that
would ask just the questions I have
asked tonight. If we can answer those

questions, then we can have base clos-
ings based on what we are going to
need in the future, based on facts,
based on studies, and knowing exactly
what we are going to do before we take
these steps. Most of all, we will know
what the costs are going to be and how
much could be saved and how much
must be spent for those savings.

Mr. President, I appreciate the work
of the distinguished chairman and
ranking member, and I hope we can
pass the Bunning amendment. I also
hope we can pass the Hutchison amend-
ment that will provide studies for the
future, and that we can do this in the
right way and in a thoughtful way, in
a way that will make sure we do right
by our men and women in the services
and protect them wherever they may
be in the world.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, a number

of arguments have been raised this
afternoon about the Bunning amend-
ment which would strike the BRAC
language from our bill. By the way,
this is the first time the Armed Serv-
ices Committee—at least within my
memory—has adopted a bill for an ad-
ditional round of base closings on a
very strong bipartisan vote. It was
adopted because the civilian and uni-
formed leadership of our Armed Forces
pleaded with us to allow them to get
rid of excess structure, which costs a
lot of money and makes it impossible
for us to do the things we want to do to
modernize Air Forces, make them
more ready and more lethal, to make
them more mobile, to give them great-
er pay, because we are spending bil-
lions of dollars on infrastructure we do
not need.

For the last 4 years, Senator MCCAIN
and I have come to this floor and said
our leadership is asking for the author-
ity—just the authority—to have an-
other round of base closings. It has
been denied year after year. We have
been told ‘‘this is not the time,’’ year
after year. We have been told we should
have a study year after year. As a mat-
ter of fact, in 1997 there was a study
that was substituted for the round of
base closings. The April 1998 report
contained 1,800 pages of detailed
backup material for why we should
have another round of base closings.

I think the most important question
that has been raised is, Does Sep-
tember 11 change all this? That, to me,
is the real vital issue. We wanted to get
the thinking of our uniformed and ci-
vilian leadership on that issue because,
surely, I think each one of us—and per-
haps no one more than the person occu-
pying the chair now—would want to
know what is the effect of the events of
September 11. I want to read a letter
we have received because even though
parts of it have been used before, it
seems to me this letter addresses that
most pungent of all questions. This is
from Donald Rumsfeld, dated Sep-
tember 21. The same letter was written

to both myself and to Senator WARNER.
It reads as follows:

I write to underscore the importance we
place on the Senate’s approval of authority
for a single round of base closures and re-
alignments. Indeed, in the wake of the ter-
rible events of September 11, the imperative
to convert excess capacity into warfighting
ability is enhanced, not diminished.

Since that fateful day, the Congress has
provided additional billions of taxpayer
funds to the Department. We owe it to all
Americans—particularly those service mem-
bers on whom much of our response will de-
pend—to seek every efficiency in the applica-
tion of those funds on behalf of our
warfighters.

Our installations are the platforms from
which we will deploy the forces needed for
the sustained campaign the President out-
lined last night. While our future needs as to
base structure are uncertain and are strat-
egy dependent, we simply must have the
freedom to maximize the efficient use of our
resources. The authority to realign and close
bases and facilities will be a critical element
ensuring the right mix of bases and forces
within our warfighting strategy.

No one relishes the prospect of closing a
military facility or even seeking the author-
ity to do so, but as the President said last
evening, ‘‘we face new and sudden national
challenges,’’ and those challenges will force
us to confront many difficult choices.

In that spirit, I am hopeful the Congress
will approve our request for authority to
close and realign our military base facilities.

Mr. President, I hope we will have
the will to do something that is not
easy. This is not easy for any Member
for his facilities and his State to do; we
know that. That is why facilities were
not closed until we had commissions
that were in place. We make a rec-
ommendation to the President, and the
President would then have a right
under our approach to either say yes or
no to the entire list. If he says yes,
Congress has the right to say yes or no
to the entire list.

This does not abdicate responsibility
to a base-closing commission. What it
does is it permits us to shed excess in-
frastructure that is costing us billions,
that is detracting from the ability of
our warfighters to fight a war, because
it means billions of dollars which
should go into that effort are instead
being spent to maintain structure that
is no longer needed.

We would not put excess baggage on
a warfighter. We would not tell that
warfighter you have to carry a larger
load than is necessary. By keeping
bases open, that is exactly what we are
doing. We are denying the warfighter
the resources that would otherwise go
into what is needed in the Defense De-
partment.

That is the issue. The issue, if any-
thing, it seems to me, is sharper since
9–11. More than ever, we must avoid
waste. More than ever, we must have
the will to make tough choices. We
have done a lot of things that have
been difficult, and we have done a lot
of things differently since 9–11 in this
Congress. We have come together on a
lot of issues that we thought we could
not come together on, and we have
avoided the kind of dissension and de-
bate in which our people do not want
us to engage.
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Now we have our military leadership

and the President of the United States
pleading with us to allow them to get
rid of excess infrastructure 2 years
down the road. That is the plea from
our President, that is the plea from our
military leadership, civilian and uni-
formed: to allow them to begin the
process 2 years from now of removing
excess infrastructure.

I hope we have the will to do that, to
respond to the men and women of our
military who have much greater needs
than excess infrastructure.

We have been told also that we
should be closing more bases overseas
instead of starting this process here.
Since the end of the cold war, the De-
partment of Defense has closed 59 per-
cent of our overseas sites compared to
about 21 percent of our domestic sites.
They do not need authority legisla-
tively to close overseas facilities. They
have that without our action, and they
have been able to close 59 percent of
the overseas sites. That is quite a dif-
ference from what they have closed in
this country. So I do not think that ar-
gument works either.

Then we have been told as well that
we should know what we want in our
force structure before we move for
some additional flexibility on our base
structure. We ought to know what our
force structure is going to be, and
there is no doubt about that. Before
the base structure is concluded, surely
we must know, or should know, what
the force structure is going to look
like. That is why in this bill we require
that ‘‘the Secretary shall carry out a
comprehensive review of the military
installations of the Department of De-
fense inside the United States based on
the force structure plan submitted
under section A(2). . . .’’ And that plan
is very specific. That is part of the
budget justification documents sub-
mitted to Congress in support of the
budget for the Department of Defense
for fiscal year 2003: The Secretary shall
include a force structure plan for the
Armed Forces based on the assessment
of the Secretary in the Quadrennial De-
fense Review under another section.

The force structure plan is required
by our law. We have heard many times
this afternoon and this evening, and
correctly, that we ought to base our
base structure on our force structure
and we do not know what that force
structure is going to be.

The answer is we know that the force
structure must be determined prior to
the base structure recommendations
that go to the Base Closure Commis-
sion and then from them to us. It is a
requirement of law.

The Senators who have made this
point are right; we should know our
force structure before we know our
base structure, but the inaccuracy is in
their argument that we will not know
that force structure prior to the deci-
sion on base structure, both by the De-
fense Department, in terms of their
recommendation to the Base Closure
Commission, and by the Base Closure

Commission in their recommendations
back to the President and to us.

The one final point I will make this
evening has to do with cost. The argu-
ment has been made that there either
have not been savings or that the sav-
ings have not been demonstrated, or
that there has been no proof of the sav-
ings, or that the savings have not been
precise. We have GAO report after GAO
report saying that—and I will reading
from one:

Our work has consistently affirmed that
the next savings of the four rounds of base
closures and realignments are substantial
and are related to decreased funding require-
ments in specific operational areas.

In addition to our audits, review by the
Congressional Budget Office, the Department
of Defense Inspector General, the Army
Audit Agency have affirmed the net savings
are substantial after initial investment costs
are recouped.

The Defense Department has even at-
tempted to give us a very precise docu-
ment as to what those savings are.
They have made a real effort year by
year, item by item, to tell us where
there have been costs, where there
have been savings, starting in 1990 for
each round of base closures.

They have come up with net savings
to date of approximately $16 billion.
Total savings, and I am rounding this
off, is $37 billion. That is gross savings.
Those are total costs of about $21 bil-
lion—again I am rounding that off—
with the savings to date of $16 billion.

Recurring savings from those rounds
each year are now about $6 billion per
year. That is what we are saving be-
cause Congress had enough courage to
walk down this road, and believe me, I
know it takes courage. It is not an easy
vote. I have been through a few. We
have lost our strategic air command
bases. We have some other bases, other
facilities that are very nervous about
the possibility that maybe in the next
round they will be caught. So this is
not an easy vote, but it is a cost-effec-
tive vote. It is a vote that the Presi-
dent, his Secretary of Defense, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, every
military leader we have ever had in
front of our committee, civilian or uni-
formed, is pleading with us to make.

The plea, it seems to me, is more elo-
quent than ever after September 11 be-
cause it is so critically important that
we not load down our defense with
unneeded infrastructure anymore than
we would load down a soldier with
unneeded baggage. They are related.

I hope that tomorrow we will cast
this vote. The country will be looking
at us, the Nation will be looking at us
to see whether or not we are willing to
do some tough things that our uniform
and our civilian leadership in the De-
fense Department and our President
are calling upon us to do. I cannot
think of any way more eloquently to
state this cause, other than to read
from a letter of August 30 from Sec-
retary Rumsfeld and General Shelton. I
expect we will be hearing from the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs on this
same issue before we vote tomorrow.

This letter, which I will make part of
the RECORD, makes a very potent case
for saving the money. I ask unanimous
consent that the letter be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AUGUST 30, 2001.
Hon. CARL LEVIN,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER,
Ranking Member, Committee on Armed Services,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN AND SENATOR WARNER:

We are writing to underscore how critically
important it is that Congress authorize the
Department to conduct another round of
base closures and realignments.

The Department must reshape and restruc-
ture its installations to serve the country’s
national security in the 21st century. Cur-
rently, our installations do not match and
therefore do not adequately serve our cur-
rent and projected force structure. Under-
utilized facilities, estimated to be 23 percent
DoD wide, are a waste of public resources
and an impediment to our efforts to protect
our national security.

Because current law makes it virtually im-
possible for the Department to make prudent
decisions in managing its facilities, we can
only rectify these problems through a Con-
gressionally authorized round of base clo-
sures and realignments in 2003. Drawing on
the process from past rounds, the Efficient
Facilities Initiative is an objective way to
rationalize an infrastructure on the basis of
military value, verified by an independent
commission. In addition, both the General
Accounting Office and the Congressional
Budget Office confirm DoD’s savings esti-
mates from prior rounds.

The Department is committed to accom-
plishing the necessary reshaping and restruc-
turing in a single round of base closures and
realignments to minimize the difficulty
these efforts pose to communities sur-
rounding our bases. While the process may
be hard, the record from our previous rounds
indicates that the majority of affected com-
munities actually emerge in a better eco-
nomic condition than prior to the closure or
realignment. As before, the Department will
work closely with these communities in fos-
tering economic reuse.

We know you share our concerns that addi-
tional base closures are a necessity to pro-
vide resources necessary to meet essential
national security requirements. We simply
must take action. Please do not hesitate to
call on us in your efforts to secure passage of
this important legislation.

Sincerely,
GENERAL HENRY H. SHELTON, USA,

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
DONALD H. RUMSFELD,

Secretary of Defense.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I com-
mend my colleague for his strong
stance on base closure. He and Senator
MCCAIN have worked for a number of
years on this issue.

I do not know how many years ago it
was I joined on that legislation, and
then, of course, we had a problem with
the previous administration. Anyway, I
was with them up until that problem
arrived. So it is indeed long overdue.

Even though I am proud to say my
State has a very significant share of
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military installations, I stand with my
colleagues and the vote of the Senate
Armed Services Committee because I
think that is what it should be, an effi-
ciency that should be given to the Sec-
retary of Defense. We need these sav-
ings. We need them desperately.

Mr. President, I believe that con-
cludes the remarks on base closure. I
see the Senator from Oklahoma, one of
our valued members of the committee.
He wishes to, as I understand it, lay
down two amendments for tonight, and
then the chairman and I will proceed to
do a number of cleared amendments.
Am I correct?

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct.
We now hopefully will turn to our
friend from Oklahoma to offer two
amendments. I think one of them we
may be able to accept, although I am
not sure if that is true, on both sides.
If that is true, and I think the Senator
knows which one that is, he can offer
that one first.

Mr. WARNER. That would be——
Mr. INHOFE. The amendment on the

waiver process.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
AMENDMENT NO. 1594

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, in an ef-
fort to try to get this bill through,
which America desperately needs now,
I had about 16 amendments on which I
worked out arrangements and under-
standings with other people so that I
am down to only three amendments. Of
these three amendments, as was sug-
gested by the Senator from Michigan,
one is without controversy, I thought,
until about 5 minutes ago.

My understanding is one Republican
Senator is going to object to it. That
being the case, we will have to have a
rollcall on that amendment.

I would like to explain that amend-
ment and hopefully that one Senator
would be available and tell us if she is
not going to object to it.

Mr. President, for quite a number of
years we have had a debate, when we
do our defense authorization bills, on
an issue that is in place in order to
keep an internal ability to handle
depot maintenance in areas where it
might be considered to be core mainte-
nance; in other words, areas where it is
necessary to have that ability in order
to fight a war. The concern has been
this: With the decreasing number of de-
fense contractors and the decreasing
number of people who are able to per-
form certain maintenance functions, if
we are in a war, we would not want to
be held hostage by a single contractor
who would be able to keep us from
being able to do it internally.

For that reason, some time ago we
passed a law that said under that 60/40
bill, which is now 50/50 in our statute,
simply this, that 50 percent of the
maintenance has to be performed in-
house by a depot capable of doing it
without outside help. For that reason—
and I agree with those who disagree
with the 50/50 concept, that this is
merely an arbitrary figure, but there

has to be some type of a figure and we
have not been able to come up with
anything since then that is any better
than this. So the law now says that 50
percent of the maintenance has to be
done internally by a public depot.

There is a way they have been able to
get around 50/50, and that is if any of
the service secretaries say that within
their service they could declare there
is a national security reason that for 1
year or one period of time we are not
going to be able to do 50 percent of the
maintenance work in a public depot, if
they do that, they do not have to give
any reason for it, but they merely say
this is for national security.

This has happened a few times so we
have gone back to the service secre-
taries and we have said to them: Tell
us why it is as much as 50 percent of
the maintenance in a public depot. We
have never gotten any good answers,
and then we have also asked them
afterwards: What are you going to do
to ensure that we are going to be able
to meet this 50 percent in the next fis-
cal year? And we have not been able to
do that.

I am not saying this critically of any
particular service secretary. We need
to know why, if we are going to find a
loophole around one of our existing
laws, this being the 50/50, it is nec-
essary, and what we are going to do in
the future to prevent that from being
invoked.

So my amendment does simply two
things: One, it takes that jurisdiction
away from the service secretary and
puts it with the President of the
United States. He then can delegate it
back to the Secretary of Defense. If he
is going to say that there is a national
security reason that we cannot do 50
percent of the work at a public depot,
he has to say why that is and what
they are planning to do to correct that
in the next fiscal year. That is all it
does.

So if people are opposed to the 50/50
concept, fine. Let us pass a bill or try
to pass a bill to do away with 50/50.
That is not the issue. The issue is if we
are going to use a national security
waiver to waive 50/50 for a given year,
we need to make sure we know why we
are doing it and what can be done for
the next year to keep from having to
do that. So that is simply it.

I was hoping we might have a note
from the Senator. We do, and there will
be apparently one vote against this.

So that is an explanation, and I am
going to ask that this be voted on to-
morrow.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment has not been sent up yet.
Mr. INHOFE. Yes, the amendment is

at the desk. It has been there since last
week.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield
for a minute?

Mr. INHOFE. Yes.
Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator call up

his amendment so it will be pending
immediately after the disposition of
the Bunning amendment?

Mr. INHOFE. I call up amendment
No. 1594 and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside. The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 1594.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To authorize the President to

waive a limitation on performance of
depot-level maintenance by non-Federal
Government personnel)
At the end of subtitle D of title III, add the

following:
SEC. 335. REVISION OF AUTHORITY TO WAIVE

LIMITATION ON PERFORMANCE OF
DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE.

Section 2466(c) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) WAIVER OF LIMITATION.—(1) The Presi-
dent may waive the limitation in subsection
(a) for a fiscal year if—

‘‘(A) the President determines that—
‘‘(i) the waiver is necessary for reasons of

national security; and
‘‘(ii) compliance with the limitation can-

not be achieved through effective manage-
ment of depot operations consistent with
those reasons; and

‘‘(B) the President submits to Congress a
notification of the waiver together with—

‘‘(i) a discussion of the reasons for the
waiver; and

‘‘(ii) the plan for terminating the waiver
and complying with the limitation within
two years after the date of the first exercise
of the waiver authority under this sub-
section.

‘‘(2) The President may delegate only to
the Secretary of Defense authority to exer-
cise the waiver authority of the President
under paragraph (1).’’.

Mr. WARNER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, then there

would be additional debate available on
this amendment because there has been
no time agreement relative to this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. As I understand—perhaps
the Chair can confirm—after disposi-
tion of the Bunning amendment at ap-
proximately 9:45 a.m. or 10 a.m. tomor-
row, the debate on the first amendment
of the Senator from Oklahoma would
recur; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
would then be the pending question,
the Senator is correct.
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Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent,

so that we can sequence amendments,
if the Senator from Oklahoma is will-
ing, that we now set aside the pending
amendment and the underlying amend-
ment to allow the Senator from Okla-
homa to offer an additional amend-
ment, and then part of that unanimous
consent agreement will be we will then
immediately, after he lays down his
second amendment, come back to the
Bunning amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The pending
amendment will be set aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 1595

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I send
Senate amendment No. 1595 to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]

proposes an amendment numbered 1595.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To revise requirements relating to

closure of Vieques Naval Training Range)
On page 380, after line 15, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 1066. CLOSURE OF VIEQUES NAVAL TRAIN-

ING RANGE.
(a) CONDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—Title XV of

the Floyd D. Spence National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (as en-
acted by Public Law 106–398; 114 Stat. 1654A–
348) is amended by striking sections 1503 and
1504 and inserting the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 1503. CONDITIONS ON CLOSURE OF

VIEQUES NAVAL TRAINING RANGE.
The Secretary of the Navy may close the

Vieques Naval Training Range on the island
of Vieques, Puerto Rico, and discontinue
live-fire training at that range only if the
Chief of Naval Operations and the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps jointly certify
that the training range is no longer needed
for the training of units of the Navy and the
Marine Corps stationed or deployed in the
eastern United States.’’.

(b) ACTIONS RELATED TO CLOSURE.—(1) Sec-
tion 1505 of such Act (114 Stat. 1654A–353) is
amended—

(A) by striking subsection (a) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(a) TIME FOR TAKING ACTIONS.—The ac-
tions required or authorized under this sec-
tion may only be taken upon the closure of
the Vieques Naval Training Range by the
Secretary of the Navy.’’;

(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘Not
later than May 1, 2003, the‘‘ and inserting
‘‘The’’;

(C) in subsection (d)(1), by striking ‘‘pend-
ing the enactment of a law that addresses
the disposition of such properties’’;

(D) in subsection (e)(2), ‘‘the referendum
under section 1503’’ and all that follows and
inserting ‘‘the Secretary of the Navy closes
the Vieques Naval Training Range.’’; and

(E) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(f) MILITARY USE OF TRANSFERRED PROP-
ERTY DURING WAR OR NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY.—

‘‘(1) TEMPORARY TRANSFER BY SECRETARY
OF THE INTERIOR.—Upon a declaration of war
by Congress or a declaration of a national

emergency by the President or Congress, the
Secretary of the Interior shall transfer the
administrative jurisdiction of the Live Im-
pact Area to the Secretary of the Navy not-
withstanding the requirement to retain the
property under subsection (d)(1).

‘‘(2) TRAINING AUTHORIZED.—Training of the
Armed Forces may be conducted in the Live
Impact Area while the property is under the
administrative jurisdiction of the Secretary
of the Navy pursuant to a transfer made
under that paragraph (1). The training may
include live-fire training. Subsection (b)
shall not apply to training authorized under
this paragraph.

‘‘(3) RETURN OF PROPERTY TO SECRETARY OF
THE INTERIOR.—Upon the termination of the
war or national emergency necessitating the
transfer of administrative jurisdiction under
paragraph (1), the Secretary of the Navy
shall transfer the administrative jurisdiction
of the Live Impact Area to the Secretary of
the Interior, who shall assume responsibility
for the property and administer the property
in accordance with subsection (d).’’.

(2) The heading of such section is amended
to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 1505. ACTIONS UPON CLOSURE OF THE

VIEQUES NAVAL TRAINING RANGE.’’.
(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

1507(c) of such Act is amended by striking
‘‘the issuance of a proclamation described in
section 1504(a) or’’.

Mr. INHOFE. This amendment is one
further that there may be some opposi-
tion to and it is going to require the
yeas and nays, but I will briefly say
what we are doing with this. The issue
of the Vieques training range has been
a contentious one now for a number of
years. We did resolve this in such a
way that there would be a referendum
that would take place on November 6,
where the eligible voters among the
population of 9,300 people on the Island
of Vieques would vote as to whether or
not the Navy should continue naval
training operations on the range.

A lot of things have happened since
then. I agreed with that. That was my
language in the Defense authorization
bill last year. However, since that time
we have found we are deploying east
coast deployments to the Persian Gulf.
A lot of these battle groups have not
been able to have adequate training.
Since that time we had the war de-
clared upon us by the terrorists on the
11th of September. That has changed
everything.

Since that time we have had Puerto
Rico come and say they want to sup-
port the training of our troops. We cur-
rently have, being debated now, a reso-
lution in the legislature in Puerto Rico
that is going to say: ‘‘We Puerto
Ricans, as proud American citizens
with the same responsibilities as our
brethren in the continental United
States, have the obligation of contrib-
uting to this fight, allowing and sup-
porting military training and exercises
on the island municipality of Vieques.’’

Vieques is a municipality of Puerto
Rico.

What we believe is a solution to this
now and should be put on this bill as an
amendment is language that would do
away with the referendum of November
6. There are several reasons why. One
reason is the policy is not a good pol-

icy. I never believed it was. Prior to
the events of September 11, we thought
this was something that would resolve
that issue.

This amendment would do two
things. It would do away with the ref-
erendum of the 6th of November; two,
it would say we would continue to do
as the law provides today, until such
time as both the CNO of the Navy and
the Commandant of the Marine Corps
sign a certificate saying that training
is no longer needed. I cannot think of a
worse time to force our military to
stop training than right now. Right
now we should be enhancing training.

That is a very simple amendment,
one to which there may be some oppo-
sition. However, it merely says that, at
least in the time being, do not have a
referendum, but continue to train our
troops as they are deployed in these
battle group deployments, from the
east coast and elsewhere, until such
time as the CNO and the Commandant
agree that training is no longer nec-
essary.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
Senator has received, in accordance
with your request, a communication
from the Department of Defense.

Does the Senator wish to include it
in the RECORD?

Mr. INHOFE. First, I will read the
last paragraph:

Senator Inhofe’s amendment, SA 1595, sup-
ports the Defense Department’s request to
repeal the local referendum and provides for
transfer of the eastern property to the De-
partment of Interior, following cessation of
training. Unlike the Department’s proposed
legislation on Vieques, however, the amend-
ment does not provide for a date certain de-
parture. Nonetheless, the Department be-
lieves that the amendment does not con-
strain the Department’s ability to define and
meet its training needs and the target depar-
ture date may still be achieved. To the ex-
tent that the amendment offered by Senator
Inhofe, SA 1595, is not inconsistent with the
Department’s legislative proposal and under-
lying intent, we interpose no objection.

I ask unanimous consent this entire
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
Washington, DC, 24 September 2001.

Hon. CARL LEVIN,
Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEVIN: As you are aware,
the Department of Defense previously sub-
mitted proposed legislation that would
eliminate the requirement in Section 1503 of
the Floyd D. Spence National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001, requir-
ing a referendum among the Vieques elec-
torate on whether the people of Vieques ap-
prove or disapprove of the continuation of
training beyond May 1, 2003. Consistent with
the commitments made by both the Presi-
dent and the Department of the Navy, the
Navy is actively planning to discontinue
training operations on the island of Vieques
in May of 2003 and is committed to identi-
fying alternatives to Vieques from both a
geographical and technological standpoint to
provide effective military training. Con-
sequently, a referendum regarding continu-
ation of training past this point in time is no
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longer necessary. I still believe that con-
ducting a local referendum on issues critical
to the Department of Defense sets a bad
precedent and strikes at the heart of mili-
tary readiness. Enacting legislation that
does away with this requirement will avoid
such a precedent and potential domino effect
on our other military training ranges.

Senator Inhofe’s amendment, SA 1595, sup-
ports the Defense Department’s request to
repeal the local referendum and provides for
transfer of the eastern property to the De-
partment of Interior, following cessation of
training. Unlike the Department’s proposed
legislation on Vieques, however, the amend-
ment does not provide for a date certain de-
parture. Nonetheless, the Department be-
lieves that the amendment does not con-
strain the Department’s ability to define and
meet its training needs and the target depar-
ture date may still be achieved. To the ex-
tent that the amendment offered by Senator
Inhofe, SA 1595, is not inconsistent with the
Department’s legislative proposal and under-
lying intent, we interpose no objection.

Sincerely,
GORDON R. ENGLAND,

Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. INHOFE. I am happy to respond
to any questions, and if there are no
questions, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. INHOFE. The amendment I will

not bring up is the amendment having
to do with incorporating the language
of our energy policy in this bill.

The question could be asked, Is this
an issue that should be put into the De-
fense authorization bill? I served as
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Readiness Subcommittee for 5
years. I can assure Members there is no
time in our history that should be
more clear that we will have to do
something about our dependency on
the Middle East for our ability to fight
a war. Right now, we are 56.6-percent
dependent upon foreign sources for our
ability to fight a war. That is not ac-
ceptable.

I remember back in the early 1980s
during the Reagan administration I
criticized the Republicans and Demo-
crats alike. We have been trying to get
an energy policy since the Reagan ad-
ministration. We tried at that time. We
introduced one. We were unable to get
it done.

We tried during the Bush administra-
tion, certainly thinking that a Presi-
dent coming out of the oil patch would
understand why we cannot be depend-
ent upon foreign sources for our ability
to fight a war. We were unsuccessful.
We were unsuccessful during the Clin-
ton administration. We started during
the Carter administration.

I have an amendment that will put a
policy into effect. I have two amend-
ments. One adopts the House language
and the other is to adopt the language
of the energy bill that is proposed in
the Senate. I will not bring it up and
debate it tonight because I want to do
it when everybody is here. This is very
significant.

Right now, on a daily basis, we are
becoming more and more dependent

upon foreign sources for our energy
supply. By the end of this decade it is
projected to be in excess of 60 percent.
We will become 60-percent dependent
upon foreign sources for our ability to
fight a war.

I remember a few years ago Don
Hodel, Secretary of the Interior, and I
used to go to consumption states and
make speeches as to how the outcome
of every war—back to and including
the First World War—has been who
controlled the energy supplies. We
have gone through the 1990 war, the
Persian Gulf war. In 1991, we remember
the words of Saddam Hussein who said,
‘‘if we had waited for 10 years to go
into Kuwait, the Americans would not
have intervened because we would have
a missile we could shoot over at them.’’
And now we are dependent upon the
Iraqis for our imported oil.

It is very much an issue. There has
been a lot of things floating around, in-
cluding letters saying they are saying
this has to do with ANWR. It doesn’t. I
only say this is an issue that should be
addressed on this bill, and sometime
tomorrow or the next day I will debate
this and call for a vote on this.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. We are ready to han-

dle a series of amendments and com-
plete our work on this bill before the
Senate tonight.

AMENDMENT NO. 1660

Mr. WARNER. I offer an amendment
on behalf of myself and my distin-
guished colleague, the chairman, Mr.
LEVIN. This amendment would elimi-
nate the cap costs that the Congress
very wisely and appropriately placed
on the costs of the overall renovation
of the Department of Defense. Given
the tragic attack on September 11—
and, coincidentally, that attack was di-
rected at a portion of the building
which was the subject of the very con-
tract on which this cap rests—we think
it is wise, now, the chairman and I,
that the cost of repairing this area of
the Department of Defense just would
not enable us to work within this cap
as now established in current law.

This amendment has been cleared by
the chairman on his side. I believe we
are ready to proceed on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],

for himself and Mr. LEVIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 1660.

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1660

(Purpose: To repeal the limitation on the
cost of renovation of the Pentagon Res-
ervation)
Strike section 2842, relating to a limitation

on availability of funds for renovation of the
Pentagon Reservation, and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 2842. REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON COST OF
RENOVATION OF PENTAGON RES-
ERVATION.

Section 2864 of the Military Construction
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (divi-
sion B of Public Law 104–201; 110 Stat. 2806) is
repealed.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we sup-
port Senator WARNER’s amendment. It
is obvious the circumstances have
changed in a massive way. Senator
WARNER knows, probably more than
anybody I know of, firsthand, what the
necessity is out there. We certainly
support his amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, once
again, I thank my distinguished col-
league. He and I went out there to the
Department of Defense just a matter of
a few hours following that attack to
join the Secretary of Defense. I think
it is important we adopt this amend-
ment, so I urge the adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1660) was agreed
to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1661 THROUGH 1670, EN BLOC

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send to
the desk now 10 amendments and ask
they be considered and agreed to en
bloc and any statements relating to
the amendments be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],

for himself and Mr. WARNER, proposes
amendments numbered 1661 through 1670, en
bloc.

Mr. WARNER. The chairman has cor-
rectly represented to the Senate the
status of this bloc of amendments. We
concur, of course.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments.

The amendments Nos. 1661 through
1670 were agreed to, en bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1661

(Purpose: To authorize emergency supple-
mental appropriations made for fiscal year
2001)
At the end of subtitle A of title X, add the

following:
SEC. 1009. AUTHORIZATION OF 2001 EMERGENCY

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
ACT FOR RECOVERY FROM AND RE-
SPONSE TO TERRORIST ATTACKS ON
THE UNITED STATES.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Amounts authorized
to be appropriated to the Department of De-
fense for fiscal year 2001 in the Floyd D.
Spence National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2001 (as enacted into law by
Public Law 106–398) are hereby adjusted by
the amounts of appropriations made avail-
able to the Department of Defense pursuant
to the 2001 Emergency Supplemental Appro-
priations Act for Recovery from and Re-
sponse to Terrorist Attacks on the United
States.
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(b) QUARTERLY REPORT.—(1) Promptly after

the end of each quarter of a fiscal year, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and the House of Representatives a report on
the use of funds made available to the De-
partment of Defense pursuant to the 2001
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
Act for Recovery from and Response to Ter-
rorist Attacks on the United States.

(2) The first report under paragraph (1)
shall be submitted not later than January 2,
2002.

(c) PROPOSED ALLOCATION AND PLAN.—The
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and the House of Representatives, not later
than 15 days after the date on which the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget submits to Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives the proposed allocation and
plan required by the 2001 Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations Act for Recovery
from and Response to Terrorist Attacks on
the United States, a proposed allocation and
plan for the use of the funds made available
to the Department of Defense pursuant to
that Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 1662

(Purpose: To authorize the use of contractors
to provide logistical support to the Multi-
national Force and Observers)
At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add

the following:
SEC. 1217. ACQUISITION OF LOGISTICAL SUP-

PORT FOR SECURITY FORCES.
Section 5 of the Multinational Force and

Observers Participation Resolution (22
U.S.C. 3424) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(d)(1) The United States may use contrac-
tors to provide logistical support to the Mul-
tinational Force and Observers under this
section in lieu of providing such support
through a logistical support unit composed
of members of the United States Armed
Forces.

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and
(b) and section 7(b), support by a contractor
under this subsection may be provided with-
out reimbursement whenever the President
determines that such action enhances or sup-
ports the national security interests of the
United States.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1663

(Purpose: To clarify the use of State Depart-
ment authority to contract for personal
services in support of activities of the De-
partment of Defense and other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States)
At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add

the following:
SEC. 1217. PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACTS TO

BE PERFORMED BY INDIVIDUALS OR
ORGANIZATIONS ABROAD.

Section 2 of the State Department Basic
Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2669) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(n) exercise the authority provided in sub-
section (c), upon the request of the Secretary
of Defense or the head of any other depart-
ment or agency of the United States, to
enter into personal service contracts with in-
dividuals to perform services in support of
the Department of Defense or such other de-
partment or agency, as the case may be.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1664

(Purpose: To provide SBP eligibility for sur-
vivors of retirement-ineligible members of
the uniformed services who die while on
active duty)
At the end of subtitle D of title VI, add the

following:

SEC. 652. SBP ELIGIBILITY OF SURVIVORS OF RE-
TIREMENT-INELIGIBLE MEMBERS
OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES WHO
DIE WHILE ON ACTIVE DUTY.

(a) SURVIVING SPOUSE ANNUITY.—Section
1448(d) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by striking paragraph (1) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(1) SURVIVING SPOUSE ANNUITY.—The Sec-
retary concerned shall pay an annuity under
this subchapter to the surviving spouse of—

‘‘(A) a member who dies while on active
duty after—

‘‘(i) becoming eligible to receive retired
pay;

‘‘(ii) qualifying for retired pay except that
the member has not applied for or been
granted that pay; or

‘‘(iii) completing 20 years of active service
but before the member is eligible to retire as
a commissioned officer because the member
has not completed 10 years of active commis-
sioned service; or

‘‘(B) a member not described in subpara-
graph (A) who dies in line of duty while on
active duty.’’.

(b) COMPUTATION OF SURVIVOR ANNUITY.—
Section 1451(c)(1) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘based upon his years of ac-

tive service when he died.’’ and inserting
‘‘based upon the following:’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
clauses:

‘‘(i) In the case of an annuity payable
under section 1448(d) of this title by reason
of the death of a member in line of duty, the
retired pay base computed for the member
under section 1406(b) or 1407 of this title as if
the member had been retired under section
1201 of this title on the date of the member’s
death with a disability rated as total.

‘‘(ii) In the case of an annuity payable
under section 1448(d)(1)(A) of this title by
reason of the death of a member not in line
of duty, the member’s years of active service
when he died.

‘‘(iii) In the case of an annuity under sec-
tion 1448(f) of this title, the member’s years
of active service when he died.’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘‘if
the member or former member’’ and all that
follows and inserting ‘‘as described in sub-
paragraph (A).’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) The
heading for subsection (d) of section 1448 of
such title is amended by striking ‘‘RETIRE-
MENT-ELIGIBLE’’.

(2) Subsection (d)(3) of such section is
amended by striking ‘‘1448(d)(1)(B) or
1448(d)(1)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (ii) or
(iii) of section 1448(d)(1)(A)’’.

(d) EXTENSION AND INCREASE OF OBJECTIVES
FOR RECEIPTS FROM DISPOSALS OF CERTAIN
STOCKPILE MATERIALS AUTHORIZED FOR SEV-
ERAL FISCAL YEARS BEGINNING WITH FISCAL
YEAR 1999.—Section 3303(a) of the Strom
Thurmond National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Public Law 105–261;
112 Stat. 2262; 50 U.S.C. 98d note) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3);

(2) in paragraph (4)—
(A) by striking ‘‘$720,000,000’’ and inserting

‘‘$760,000,000’’; and
(B) by striking the period at the end and

inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
‘‘(5) $770,000,000 by the end of fiscal year

2011.’’.
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICABILITY.—

This section and the amendments made by
this section shall take effect as of September
10, 2001, and shall apply with respect to
deaths of members of the Armed Forces oc-
curring on or after that date.

AMENDMENT NO. 1665

(Purpose: To provide for the construction of
a parking garage at Fort DeRussy, Hawaii)
At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII,

add the following:
SEC. 2844. CONSTRUCTION OF PARKING GARAGE

AT FORT DERUSSY, HAWAII.
(a) AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENT

FOR CONSTRUCTION.—The Secretary of the
Army may authorize the Army Morale, Wel-
fare, and Recreation Fund, a non-appro-
priated fund instrumentality of the Depart-
ment of Defense (in this section referred to
as the ‘‘Fund’’), to enter into an agreement
with a governmental, quasi-governmental, or
commercial entity for the construction of a
parking garage at Fort DeRussy, Hawaii.

(b) FORM OF AGREEMENT.—The agreement
under subsection (a) may take the form of a
non-appropriated fund contract, conditional
gift, or other agreement determined by the
Fund to be appropriate for purposes of con-
struction of the parking garage.

(c) USE OF PARKING GARAGE BY PUBLIC.—
The agreement under subsection (a) may per-
mit the use by the general public of the
parking garage constructed under the agree-
ment if the Fund determines that use of the
parking garage by the general public will be
advantageous to the Fund.

(d) TREATMENT OF REVENUES OF FUND
PARKING GARAGES AT FORT DERUSSY.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,
amounts received by the Fund by reason of
operation of parking garages at Fort
DeRussy, including the parking garage con-
structed under the agreement under sub-
section (a), shall be treated as non-appro-
priated funds, and shall accrue to the benefit
of the Fund or its component funds, includ-
ing the Armed Forces Recreation Center–Ha-
waii (Hale Koa Hotel).

AMENDMENT NO. 1666

(Purpose: To modify the authority for the
development of the United States Army
Heritage and Education Center at Carlisle
Barracks, Pennsylvania)
Strike section 2841, relating to the develop-

ment of the United States Army Heritage
and Education Center at Carlisle Barracks,
Pennsylvania, and insert the following:
SEC. 2841. DEVELOPMENT OF UNITED STATES

ARMY HERITAGE AND EDUCATION
CENTER AT CARLISLE BARRACKS,
PENNSYLVANIA.

(a) AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO AGREE-
MENT.—(1) The Secretary of the Army may
enter into an agreement with the Military
Heritage Foundation, a not-for-profit organi-
zation, for the design, construction, and op-
eration of a facility for the United States
Army Heritage and Education Center at Car-
lisle Barracks, Pennsylvania.

(2) The facility referred to in paragraph (1)
is to be used for curation and storage of arti-
facts, research facilities, classrooms, and of-
fices, and for education and other activities,
agreed to by the Secretary, relating to the
heritage of the Army. The facility may also
be used to support such education and train-
ing as the Secretary considers appropriate.

(b) DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION.—The Sec-
retary may, at the election of the
Secretary—

(1) accept funds from the Military Heritage
Foundation for the design and construction
of the facility referred to in subsection (a);
or

(2) permit the Military Heritage Founda-
tion to contract for the design and construc-
tion of the facility.

(c) ACCEPTANCE OF FACILITY.—(1) Upon sat-
isfactory completion, as determined by the
Secretary, of the facility referred to in sub-
section (a), and upon the satisfaction of any
and all financial obligations incident thereto
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by the Military Heritage Foundation, the
Secretary shall accept the facility from the
Military Heritage Foundation, and all right,
title, and interest in and to the facility shall
vest in the United States.

(2) Upon becoming property of the United
States, the facility shall be under the juris-
diction of the Secretary.

(d) USE OF CERTAIN GIFTS.—(1) Under regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary, the
Commandant of the Army War College may,
without regard to section 2601 of title 10,
United States Code, accept, hold, administer,
invest, and spend any gift, devise, or bequest
of personnel property of a value of $250,000 or
less made to the United States if such gift,
devise, or bequest is for the benefit of the
United States Army Heritage and Education
Center.

(2) The Secretary may pay or authorize the
payment of any reasonable and necessary ex-
pense in connection with the conveyance or
transfer of a gift, devise, or bequest under
this subsection.

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional
terms and conditions in connection with the
agreement authorized to be entered into by
subsection (a) as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate to protect the interest of the
United States.

AMENDMENT NO. 1667

(Purpose: To waive a restriction on the use
of funds that adversely affects compliance
with a requirement in law for Federal
agencies to utilize consensus technical
standards)
At the end of subtitle C of title XI, add the

following:
SEC. 1124. PARTICIPATION OF PERSONNEL IN

TECHNICAL STANDARDS DEVELOP-
MENT ACTIVITIES.

Subsection (d) of section 12 of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement Act
of 1995 (109 Stat. 783; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (5); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (4):

‘‘(4) EXPENSES OF GOVERNMENT PER-
SONNEL.—Section 5946 of title 5, United
States Code, shall not apply with respect to
any activity of an employee of a Federal
agency or department that is determined by
the head of that agency or department as
being an activity undertaken in carrying out
this subsection.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1668

(Purpose: To authorize use of Armed Forces
Retirement Home Trust Fund funds for a
blended use, multicare facility at the
Naval Home)

Strike section 303 and insert the following:
SEC. 303. ARMED FORCES RETIREMENT HOME.

(a) AMOUNT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002.—There
is hereby authorized to be appropriated for
fiscal year 2002 from the Armed Forces Re-
tirement Home Trust Fund the sum of
$71,440,000 for the operation of the Armed
Forces Retirement Home, including the
United States Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home
and the Naval Home.

(b) AMOUNTS PREVIOUSLY AUTHORIZED.—Of
amounts appropriated from the Armed
Forces Retirement Home Trust Fund for fis-
cal years before fiscal year 2002 by Acts en-
acted before the date of the enactment of
this Act, an amount of $22,400,000 shall be
available for those fiscal years, to the same
extent as is provided in appropriation Acts,
for the development and construction of a
blended use, multicare facility at the Naval
Home and for the acquisition of a parcel of

real property adjacent to the Naval Home,
consisting of approximately 15 acres, more or
less.

AMENDMENT NO. 1669

(Purpose: To require a study and report on
the interconnectivity of National Guard
Distributive Training Technology Project
networks and related public and private
networks)
At the end of subtitle C of title X, add the

following:
SEC. 1027. COMPTROLLER GENERAL STUDY AND

REPORT ON INTERCONNECTIVITY
OF NATIONAL GUARD DISTRIBUTIVE
TRAINING TECHNOLOGY PROJECT
NETWORKS AND RELATED PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE NETWORKS.

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Comptroller
General of the United States shall conduct a
study of the interconnectivity between the
voice, data, and video networks of the Na-
tional Guard Distributive Training Tech-
nology Project (DTTP) and other Depart-
ment of Defense, Federal, State, and private
voice, data, and video networks, including
the networks of the distance learning project
of the Army known as Classroom XXI, net-
works of public and private institutions of
higher education, and networks of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency and
other Federal, State, and local emergency
preparedness and response agencies.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the study
under subsection (a) are as follows:

(1) To identify existing capabilities, and fu-
ture requirements, for transmission of voice,
data, and video for purposes of operational
support of disaster response, homeland de-
fense, command and control of
premobilization forces, training of military
personnel, training of first responders, and
shared use of the networks of the Distribu-
tive Training Technology Project by govern-
ment and members of the networks.

(2) To identify appropriate connections be-
tween the networks of the Distributive
Training Technology Project and networks
of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, State emergency management agen-
cies, and other Federal and State agencies
having disaster response functions.

(3) To identify requirements for
connectivity between the networks of the
Distributive Training Technology Project
and other Department of Defense, Federal,
State, and private networks referred to in
subsection (a) in the event of a significant
disruption of providers of public services.

(4) To identify means of protecting the net-
works of the Distributive Training Tech-
nology Project from outside intrusion, in-
cluding an assessment of the manner in
which so protecting the networks facilitates
the mission of the National Guard and home-
land defense.

(5) To identify impediments to
interconnectivity between the networks of
the Distributive Training Technology
Project and such other networks.

(6) To identify means of improving
interconnectivity between the networks of
the Distributive Training Technology
Project and such other networks.

(c) PARTICULAR MATTERS.—In conducting
the study, the Comptroller General shall
consider, in particular, the following:

(1) Whether, and to what extent, national
security concerns impede interconnectivity
between the networks of the Distributive
Training Technology Project and other De-
partment of Defense, Federal, State, and pri-
vate networks referred to in subsection (a).

(2) Whether, and to what extent, limita-
tions on the technological capabilities of the
Department of Defense impede
interconnectivity between the networks of
the Distributive Training Technology
Project and such other networks.

(3) Whether, and to what extent, other con-
cerns or limitations impede
interconnectivity between the networks of
the Distributive Training Technology
Project and such other networks.

(4) Whether, and to what extent, any na-
tional security, technological, or other con-
cerns justify limitations on
interconnectivity between the networks of
the Distributive Training Technology
Project and such other networks.

(5) Potential improvements in National
Guard or other Department technologies in
order to improve interconnectivity between
the networks of the Distributive Training
Technology Project and such other net-
works.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Comptroller General shall submit to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and the House of Representatives a report on
the study conducted under subsection (a).
The report shall describe the results of the
study, and include any recommendations
that the Comptroller General considers ap-
propriate in light of the study.

AMENDMENT NO. 1670

(Purpose: To provide eligibility for senior of-
ficers of the Armed Forces to serve as Dep-
uty Directors of facilities of the Armed
Forces Retirement Home)
On page 346, line 20, insert after ‘‘profes-

sional’’ the following: ‘‘or a member of the
Armed Forces serving on active duty in a
grade above major or lieutenant com-
mander’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1667

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to discuss an amendment to the
Fiscal Year 2002 National Defense Au-
thorization Act which will serve to as-
sist our military in their continuing
transformation into a more efficient
fighting force, ready to meet the
threats of the 21st century. It amends
the National Technology Transfer Act
of 1995 in order that the Federal Gov-
ernment can use appropriated funds for
personnel to participate in meetings to
set technical standards for products,
manufacturing processes, and manage-
ment practices of interest to the mili-
tary. Specifically, it eliminates an ob-
scure technical restriction established
by an 89-year-old statute so that the
Federal Government will be able to
cover the expenses of those employees
participating in standards activities
critical to the Department.

The amendment is consistent with
previous act of Congress, Department
of Defense policy and Governmentwide
policy to support efforts to replace
Government-unique standards wher-
ever possible with standards developed
jointly with the private sector and
other interested parties. There are
major Federal savings and national se-
curity improvements that can result
from this participation. I am proud to
be joined by Senator SANTORUM in this
effort. I thank my colleagues’ for their
support for this technical amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay the motion
to reconsider on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
aftermath of the despicable terrorist
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attacks continue to weigh heavily on
our hearts, and I again express my
deepest sympathy to those lost and in-
jured in the attacks, as well as their
families. We will do everything in our
power to bring all of those responsible
to justice and I am confident that our
military, both active and reserve,
stand ready to act in response to act.
Congress will see that they are given
all they need to accomplish the mis-
sions they are given.

This bill increases defense spending.
It focuses on improving readiness, and
also improving service member quality
of life. It contains the largest defense
spending increase in many years. At
$329 billion, a $33 billion increase over
last year, this bill represents a signifi-
cant new investment in service mem-
bers and the nation’s security.

As chairman of the Seapower Sub-
committee, I have strongly advocated
strengthening Navy, Marine Corps and
Strategic Lift forces. The worldwide
presence of our armed forces requires
at least a 300-ship navy. The Navy is
facing a serious shortfall in the num-
bers of ships available to meet the Na-
tion’s future security needs. This bill
fully funded the President’s request for
most major programs, including the
Virginia Class attack submarine, the
DDG–51 AEGIS Destroyer, research and
development for the DD–21 land attack
destroyer, and 13 additional C–17 airlift
aircraft.

The bill also supports a series of
transformation initiatives, especially
the Trident submarine conversion. The
Navy’s budget called for converting
only two of these submarines. The bill
includes an increase of $307 million to
reserve the option of converting all
four submarines. I believe that these
converted submarines can make a sig-
nificant contribution to the Navy in
the future.

The committee also considered the
V–22 Osprey program and the future
role of this aircraft. We agree that the
production line needs to remain open
and we have authorized the minimum
sustaining production of nine aircraft.
It is the committee’s belief that the
minimum sustaining rate is nine rath-
er than twelve aircraft. This reduced
number of aircraft will also limit fu-
ture retrofit costs that the existing V–
22 aircraft will require. The committee
also recommended the program for the
Air Force V–22 version, the CV–22, be
restructured by removing the funding
for acquisition, but supporting re-
search and development.

Our Armed Forces continue to oper-
ate and train at a more robust level
than at any other time during this Na-
tion’s history. At this moment, service
members are being mobilized for pos-
sible action in the current crisis. They
are already risking their lives daily by
actively enforcing the no-fly zones over
Iraq and patrolling the Arabian Gulf
for oil smugglers. Our men and women
in uniform are overseas providing sta-
bility in Kosovo, and they are now in-
volved in bringing peace to Macedonia.

They are also monitoring the demili-
tarized zone in Korea, and they are as-
sisting in the battle against drugs in
Central and South America. These ac-
tivities are in addition to the daily ex-
ercises they conduct at home and with
our allies overseas to maintain the
readiness of our forces.

All of America’s men and women in
uniform put our Nation’s interests
above their own. When called upon,
they risk their lives for our freedom.
As a nation, we often take this sac-
rifice for granted, until we are re-
minded of it again by tragic events
such as the vicious attack on the Pen-
tagon.

They face constant risks in training
for the many missions that they are
called upon to carry out. This past
year, seven Army personnel lost their
lives when their helicopters crashed in
a night training exercise in Hawaii.
Two Marine AV–8B pilots died in a
training flight in North Carolina. We
lost 21 National Guardsmen when their
transport plane went down in Florida.
The cost of training in the name of
peace and security is high, and we are
very proud of the brave men and
women who accept these risks to de-
fend our Nation and our ideals.

In this bill, we continue the efforts to
support service members and their
families. The bill grants a minimum of
a 5 percent pay raise, with personnel in
certain pay grades receiving raises be-
tween 6 and 10 percent. This raise is the
largest since 1982, and the third
straight year that the committee has
authorized a significant pay raise
above the rate of inflation.

The committee also recognizes the
importance of providing service mem-
bers with decent housing and work con-
ditions. The bill provides $451 million
above the budget request for military
family housing and facilities.

The bill also expedites the timeline
for the gradual reduction to zero of the
out-of-pocket housing costs for service
members living off base, from 2005 to
2003. We also provide additional fund-
ing to cover the costs of military
health care for service members and
their families. These are important
quality of life improvements that our
dedicated, well-trained men and women
deserve, and they are important steps
in retaining them in the armed forces.

The bill allows the transferability of
GI bill benefits. Senator CLELAND’s
dedication to this issue has resulted in
the authorization of $30 million to
allow the transfer of up to 18 months of
unused G.I. Bill education benefits to a
family member, in return for a com-
mitment of four more years of service.

The bill also includes significant
parts of the Tricare Modernization Act,
which I introduced earlier this year, to
ensure that disabled family members of
active duty service men and women
have access to the health care they de-
serve. Early last year, a young man in
the Air Force drove 12 hours with his
wife and disabled four-year old daugh-
ter to testify to Congress about the

need to make Medicaid more acces-
sible, because the military health care
system did not adequately meet his
daughter’s needs. In order to continue
her eligibility for Medicaid, he could
not accept a promotion to a higher
rank.

No member of the Armed Forces
should ever be put in the position of
having to choose between health care
for their disabled child and serving our
country. These families should not
have to rely on Medicaid to obtain
health care that works.

The Tricare Modernization Act has
been endorsed by The Military Coali-
tion, a consortium of armed forces and
veterans’ organizations representing
5.5 million current and former mem-
bers of the military and their families.
We need to correct the injustices that
these families have suffered by inte-
grating services for disabled depend-
ents into the basic military health ben-
efit program, so that no medically nec-
essary services are denied.

Last year, the Armed Services Com-
mittee heeded the needs of our mili-
tary retirees, and addressed their num-
ber-one priority—the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs. This benefit, which began
in April, lets all men and women in
uniform know that we care about their
service.

The bill also provides an additional
$217 million for protection of our forces
against terrorism, for counter-ter-
rorism training, research and develop-
ment to protect our forces against at-
tacks by weapons of mass destruction,
and to help the services in their efforts
to support civilian agencies in the bat-
tle against terrorism.

The bill also recognizes the very real
threat we face from biological weap-
ons. It addresses these threats with sig-
nificant investments in science and
technology for chemical and biological
defense and medical counter-measures.
These additional investments will sup-
port needed research on chemical and
biological detection technology and de-
contamination. It will also support
lifesaving research on medical treat-
ments, vaccines, anti-toxins, and ad-
vanced diagnostic technology.

In addition, the cyber threat to na-
tional security is very real, and our
armed forces must be better prepared
to deal with this threat and to protect
their information systems. The bill
adds $5 million to the $7.9 million re-
quested to address this serious and
growing threat.

The bill also takes an important
stand to begin the process of cleaning
up unexploded ordnance. At many ac-
tive and closed military bases, UXO is
a major challenge. The bill addresses
these hazards by including a major pro-
vision requiring the Department of De-
fense to establish specific accounts to
fund the cleanup of UXO at military
bases across the country, which clearly
poses a hazard to civilians, military
personnel, the environment, and the
safe use of live-fire ranges necessary
for a high state of military readiness.
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These new accounts are essential to
demonstrate the Department’s com-
mitment to safety, the environment,
and responsible use of its facilities.

Finally, on the issue of ballistic mis-
sile defense, the committee responsibly
cut back the President’s $8.3 billion re-
quest for research, development and
testing of a ballistic missile defense
system by $1.3 billion. The administra-
tion’s request was clearly in excess of
what the Ballistic Missile Defense Of-
fice could have reasonably allocated in
the coming year, and the committee
was right to give priority to other mili-
tary programs. The committee also
took a strong stand against testing
that would violate the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty.

It makes no sense to rush forward
prematurely with tests that will vio-
late the treaty, or with deployment of
a missile defense system, when there
are serious doubts about whether it
will work. Our European allies and
Russia continue to be skeptical about
abandoning the ABM Treaty and de-
ploying a missile defense system. We
should work with our allies and con-
tinue consultations with Russia, not
act unilaterally or establish arbitrary
deadlines.

It is disappointing that these impor-
tant ballistic missile defense provi-
sions were removed from the bill we
are currently considering. These issues
are, and will continue to be, very im-
portant.

I commend my colleagues on the
Armed Services Committee for their
leadership in dealing with the many
challenges facing our nation on na-
tional and homeland defense. This bill
keeps the faith with the 2.2 million
men and women who make up our ac-
tive duty, guard, and reserve forces.
This legislation is vital to the Nation’s
security, and I urge the Senate to ap-
prove it.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise
in support of S. 1438, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year
2002. As the ranking Republican on the
Emerging Threats and Capabilities
Subcommittee, I would like to thank
subcommittee Chairman LANDRIEU and
her staff for their cooperation in the
preparation of this bill. While I may
have some concerns with several issues
contained within the legislation, I do
support the bill and urge its adoption
by the full Senate.

At this time I would like to take a
moment to highlight a few important
issues which are under the jurisdiction
of the Emerging Threats and Capabili-
ties Subcommittee.

In particular, the legislation con-
tinues to build upon the committee’s
past efforts to strengthen and stream-
line the Department of Defense’s com-
bating terrorism program. As we were
tragically reminded by the events on
September 11 and last year’s bombing
of the U.S.S. Cole, it is vital that we
continue to focus on this growing
threat.

As we all know, the threat of attacks
on our national and defense informa-

tion systems seem to grow daily. Last
year, Senator WARNER proposed an in-
novative scholarship program to en-
courage young people to pursue careers
with the Federal Government in the in-
formation assurance area. I am grati-
fied that our collective efforts this
year have increased support for this in-
novative program, as well as other De-
partmental efforts to enhance the secu-
rity of our critical information sys-
tems. However, I am concerned that
the funding level included in the bill
for the scholarship program may not be
sufficient.

Since the creation of the Emerging
Threats and Capabilities Sub-
committee in 1999, I have worked hard
to ensure that our nonproliferation and
threat reduction programs in Russia
are fulfilling their national security
objectives. This year I have worked
hard to incorporate the kind of over-
sight I believe is essential if these non-
proliferation programs are going to
produce the desired results.

This committee has a long history of
supporting a strong and stable science
and technology program and I was
pleased to see the administration’s
budget request of $8.8 billion in this
important area. This $1.2 billion in-
crease over last year’s request is the
first step towards achieving the Sec-
retary’s goal of having science and
technology programs make up 3 per-
cent of the overall defense budget. It
remains critical that we continue our
support of a vibrant science and tech-
nology base.

I strongly urge the rapid adoption of
this important legislation. Our Nation
is faced with a daunting task ahead
and now is the time to show our strong
support for the men and women in the
armed services who so proudly and
bravely serve our Nation.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 5
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

THE DAY OF NINE-ONE-ONE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Ira Somers
was my neighbor and friend when I had
my house in McLean, VA. I found Ira to
be not only a mental giant but also a
spiritual great as well. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD a poem written by Ira Somers
that loudly outlines Americans’
thoughts on the events of September
11, 2001.

There being no objection, the poem
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE DAY OF NINE-ONE-ONE

This began as a quiet day
Lives were normal in every way.
The sun arose with fullest light

And moved the shadows of the night.
But this was not to last for long,
Two big giants tall and strong
Which seemed to stand for what is good
Were struck by evil where they stood.
‘Twas on the day of nine-one-one
That they were lost to everyone.
There they were, and now they’re not,
And where they stood’s a gruesome spot.
How could these giants of our day
Be brought to naught in such a way,
To leave this mass of jumbled parts
Which tear with grief at all our hearts?

We sensed the feelings of despair
In those who walked most every where
To find the ones that they had lost
And bring them back at any cost.
We were moved by the kindly deed
Of those who toiled for other’s needs,
And the many hours they have spent
Clearing rubble from this event.

A vicious crash at the Pentagon
Tore at the souls of every one,
And reports of heroes in the air
Touched hearts of people everywhere.
We all can learn from such great loss
To look at need before the cost
When giving help to anyone,
And not say quit ‘till peace has won.—Ira

Somers.

f

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today to speak about hate crimes
legislation I introduced with Senator
KENNEDY in March of this year. The
Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001
would add new categories to current
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred August 29, 1993 in
Walla Walla, WA. A man believed to be
gay was sexually assaulted with a
stick, struck by the assailant’s truck
and abandoned in a remote area. Todd
I. Klevgaard, 27, was charged with fel-
ony assault.

I believe that Government’s first
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend
them against the harms that come out
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement
Enhancement Act of 2001 is now a sym-
bol that can become substance. I be-
lieve that by passing this legislation,
we can change hearts and minds as
well.

f

AUTOMATIC MEMBER PAY
INCREASE

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, there
is a great sense of unity across the Na-
tion as we begin to recover from the
events of September 11. The President’s
speech last week gave both comfort
and strength to the American people
and to people around the globe.

I have been heartened by the bipar-
tisan unity demonstrated by Congress
as it acts to respond to the human and
economic devastation, and we will need
to maintain that unity as we ask for
the sacrifices necessary to end this
business.

Given all that has happened and all
that will happen, it is all the more in-
appropriate for Congress to accept a
$4,900 backdoor pay raise.
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